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THE DATE OF THE
PSEUDO-PLATONIC HIPPIAS MAJOR

Holger Thesleff

In this paper I shall argue that the Greater Hippias (Hp.Ma.)
was written in the late 360ies or early 350ies by a pupil of Plato as a
specimen of a Socratic trend in the Academy.

It is reasonable to start from the hypothesis that Hp.Ma. was not
written by Plato. An extensive series of arguments against Platonic
authorship have been accumulated notably by Horneffer 1895, Bruns
1896 (347—349), Rollig 1900, Pohlenz 1913 (123—128) and 1931, Wila-
mowitz II 1919 (325 n.1, 327 f.), Tarrant 1920, 1927, 1928 and 1938
(168—170), Geffcken II 1934 (181 f., Anm. 154—156), Moreau 1941,
Pavlu 1941, Gauss I/2 1954 (14, 207 £.), III/2 1961 (129 f.), Horn 1964,
and Thesleff 1967 (13, 47 n.2, 156). See the references at the end of
this paper. — A post-script note: see also Haag 1973.

As usual with such chains of circumstantial evidence, the indi-
cations found are of varying reliability, and none is even remotely
conclusive in isolation. However, the following points which the
defenders of the authenticity (below) have not been able to refute,
have considerable force if put together:

(1) There is no contemporary or nearly contemporary evidence
suggesting that Hp.Ma. is authentic; for Aristotle, see below (4).

(2) The dialogue is constructed as an aporetic search for a0t1d
15 nardv, without any notice taken of the ’enthusiastic’ aspects of
naddv normally implied by Plato; cf. Ion, Phdr., Smp., R. (also Ap.
22¢, Ly. 216cd).

(3) Besides his naA6v theme, the author is much concerned with
giving historical information about Hippias and other sophists. In this
respect he seems to have over-emphasized some trends occurring in
Grg., Hp.Mi. and Prt.

(4) Why should Plato have written two dialogues with Hippias
as the chief interlocutor of Socrates (Hp.Mi. is likely to be genuine,
and Aristotle Met. V 1025a7 quotes it simply as "Hippias” without
reference to the author as he often does with Plato’s genuine dia-
logues)? And why should Plato, who always picked out his characters
very carefully, have chosen Hippias for a discussion of 16 »aidv ?
On the other hand we happen to know that Plato’s pupils sometimes
named their dialogues after Plato’s dialogues (Geffcken II 182).

(5) The general inconsistency of the plan is remarkable. Phdr.
offers a remote parallel in this respect, but it is written with a poetic
brio of a different kind. Yet the author of Hp.Ma. possesses consider-
able literary skill (cf. 10).

6) The dialogue seems to combine various disparate ideas and
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devices taken from different Platonic works or the Academic milieu.
The definitions of naAdv successively proposed (287e, 289e, 291de,
293e, 295¢, 295e, 296e, 298a, 303e) are loosely attached to each other.

(7) In spite of this 'aporetic’ structure and its ’Socratic’ mannerisms,
the dialogue includes a number of doctrinal points, or reflections of
such points, which rather belong to Plato’s mature philosophy. It is
true that this argument, as such, is particularly elusive (cf. e.g. the
hints at the theory of Forms in the ’aporetic’ and seemingly ’‘early’
Euthphr., and the recent discussion of Plato’s oral doctrine). But as
Horn and others have shown, the author of Hp.Ma. operates with the
‘later’ features in a peculiarly superficial manner (cf. 2).

(8) The stupidity of Hippias is exaggerated beyond what Plato
can be fairly credited with even in his wilder moods.

(9) The curious anonymous 'Third Man’ in the discussion, Socrates’
‘inner opponent’ (286¢ ff., cf. 298b, 304d), is without close parallels
in the genuine works, but there are germs for this device in Cri.
(50a ff.), Grg. (451a ff.), and elsewhere, and in the Soivpdviov of
Socrates.

(10) In many ways, the author is rather a pedant.

(11) The fluent and, at times, vividly colloquial style approximates:
to Plato’s ’early’ manner; in fact this is anomalous considering point 7.
But there are also obvious exaggerations in the stylistic characteriz-
ation of Socrates and Hippias, and even the anonymous speaker;
and occasionally, on the other hand, there occur terms or idioms that
betray a mid-4th century origin. See especially the controversy
between Tarrant and Grube, and Pavlu (58 {.), Horn (91); according
to the rather dubious stylometry of von Arnim Hp.Ma. would come
between Smp. and Phd. (see Friedlander II? 97), i.e. in Plato’s mature
phase. Tarrant’s verdict holds good (1920.323): “"The little work is
distinctly clever, lively and interesting; the style is uneven in merit;
the vocabulary is unusual and, I think, significant”.

Some linguistic details seem still worth commenting on, as ex-
amples of such oddities as Tarrant refers to:

287a avtCAn¢urg (dvtuiapBdvoual ) ’objection”, is rare in this
sense, and the two other occurrences in the Platonic Corpus (Phd. 87a,
Sph. 241b, neither of them early) may imply specific points. Sounds
like Academic sophistication.

288dovpopetdgof a person, “one of the mob, boor”, is hapax before
the Roman age; Plato uses it twice (Grg. 489c, Tht. 152c) in the usual
metaphorical sense “mob” (cf. Tarrant 1920.328). Has the author of
Hp.Ma. misunderstood Plato’s use of this word (in fact the contents
of the Tht. passage are somewhat similar — and note the fact that
Tht. is not an early dialogue)? Or should he be quoting a comedy
(below, p. 113£.)?

290a Tetvowuevos crazy”’, not Platonic. Grube (1926.139) has
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not seen the point that the use of the Pass. Perf. of this verb seems
to be a mid-4th century idiom (cf. LSJ). o

290eu€puepog ndvu’quite baneful” or ”very troublesome” (prob-
ably ass. with pepunpCtw as it is answering guo9rig ), referring to
Socrates’ 'opponent’ (likeoupgetdc, above). népuepogbelongs to high
poetry. Applying it playfully to a colloquial context (cf. Plutarch Mor.
988a) perhaps would not be entirely un-Platonic (as Wilamowitz II
325 n. 1 asserts), cf. e.g. Prt. 315¢ Tdvtaiov eloetédov , R II 374e
npdueda; but the preceding catachresis of cupge1dcmakes the reader
suspect that the author has tried to create a Socratic (or Platonic)
hyperbole. Grube (1926. 138) wrongly minimizes the relevance of
this word. Friedldnder (II* 298 n.1) thinks that the author (Plato)
here plays with a quotation; he may be right (below, p. 113£.).

291eeVvoUuids not used by Plato. The occurrences of the adjective
and adverb listed in LSJ suggest that the word was fashionable in
Attic between, say, 370 B.C. and Menander (who does not have it).

295ad un uéya A€ye, un-Platonic. & must be regarded as a
poeticism (see LSJ), and the purpose and effect are approximately
similar to H€puepog290e.

295b ot€pyw meaning to be content” is rare and apparently
solemn in tone; Plato has the verb in this sense only once, in a law
(Lg. VIII 849e). The use in Isocrates Ep.2 (344 B.C.) and Demosthenes
(see LSJ, III) may indicate a mid-4th century fashion.

301b Siraverni cwpata will be discussed below (p. 113) together
with the assumption of Tarrant that the author utilizes contemporary
comic diction.

303e doLvéotatoLl ... TV Ndovdv (referring to 10 6u' Ode-
ws #al duofic Né&Y) “the most innocent pleasures’. Rather similar
to Lg. IT 670d which is the only passage in Plato where this adjective
occurs. Probably it reflects a current Academic discussion of hedon-
ism. Note also the fact that douLvrigis particularly common in medical
texts; this will be of some interest below.

Those scholars who have in recent years defended the authenticity
of Hp.Ma., or accepted it as genuine without discussion, apparently
have not taken account of the whole of the evidence. Especially the
linguistic arguments of Tarrant (which have not been essentially
weakened by the criticism of Grube) have escaped the notice of many
writers on the subject. |

Geffcken divides the earlier defenders (until ca. 1930) roughly
in two groups: those who explain the peculiarities of the dialogue
by assuming that Plato is still very young, and those who interpret
the contents as implying mature philosophy in spite of the seemingly
careless form (Geffcken II Anm. 155 £f.; add to his references Verdam
1917.2011., Ritter 1922.285—290, 1923.869 Nachtrag, Grube 1926 and
1929, Dies 1929, Stefanini I 125 n.1). The former position has been
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altogether abandoned now; there is too much in the dialogue to
suggest a date after, say, 390 B.C. The latter position has been taken,
among others, by Leisegang 1950 (2384—2386, with doubts), Ross 1951
(3 £.), Soreth 1953, Gigon 1955 (with slight doubts and an extensive
discussion of the methodical aspect), Capelle 1956 (dating Hp.Ma.
after Phd.), Hoerber 1964, Malcolm 1968, and Friedldnder (II3 1964.
97—107, 298—300, where further references). I have not seen Teloh
1972, but to judge from the Abstract he is inclined to accept the view
of the last-mentioned scholars.

The main point shared by these latter defenders, however they
may disagree between themselves in details, is that the ontology and
the supposed ’foreshadowings’ or actual symptoms of the Theory of
Forms in Hp.Ma. seem to form a link, even a missing link, between
the ’early’ dialogues including Euthphr., and Plato’s ‘'mature’ phase
as represented by Phd., Smp and R. For instance, Hp Ma. operates
with eléog (298d, cf. amoBA€novtes 299de) and rtavog / ovola
(300D, 301b -e, 302c) like Euthphr. (5d, 6de where anoBA€nwy, 11a);
with a01d 10 ®ardv and npooylyveodal (286d, 288a, 289d, 292c,
cf. 303a) like Smp. (211d), Phd. (100d), R. (V 476b), etc.; and with
palveadar / elval (294a-e) like R (X 596e). Grube (1926.142) is
clearly wrong in stating that ’there is not a single metaphysical
expression in the Hp.Ma. that goes beyond what is ordinarily found
in the other early dialogues” (similarly Diés 1929). Most modern
defenders agree that Hp.Ma. is fairly advanced in its doctrinal con-
tents, though Plato apparently has not yet 'reached’ the level of R.

Against this kind of argument it can be objected, from a general
point of view, that whatever one thinks of Plato’s oral teaching, it is
highly unlikely that he would have stated in his written works
always his entire and up-to-date opinion of the matters under dis-
cussion; Plato usually did not writé down ’all that he knew’. This is
one of the reasons why the reconstruction of a linear 'development’ of
Plato’s thought is such a precarious task, as has been very often
pointed out since the days of Lutoslawski, Raeder and von Arnim.
And it should be noted by implication that arguing the authenticity
of a dialogue principally from its apparent place on a hypothetical
’line of Platonic development’ of some doctrinal details, is a rather
flagrant begging of the question.

As a matter of fact most of the arguments produced by the last
defenders can be easily refuted (see e.g. Horn passim and Malcolm
1968.194 n.12 against Soreth). Even Friedldnder’'s defense, hovewer
brilliant and learned (as in the case of Alc. I), is curiously incon-
clusive and failing in vital points such as linguistic matters. Some of
his pomts are as difficult to refute as to prove. Is Hp.Ma. 297b (oS "o
AdvasalTLov oforyoc%ov, which istd €uvovov, and the év natpdg

TLvog (8€q elval 1O naAdv tol dyadoD, all aporetically rejected
of course) a ’foreshadowing’ of the central section of R (VI 506d—
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507b, 508bc), as Friedldnder asserts (II? 103), or a 'reminiscence’ of it,
as Tarrant (1928.69) thinks? Only if it is otherwise probable that
Hp.Ma. is later than R VI, can it be safely said that the author of
Hp.Ma. is not likely to have inserted this play with the relation
between nardv andayaddv, and natrip andényovos, and L6€a, if he
had not had the well-known passage of R in his mind and expected
his readers to remember it — though I would venture to assume this
even if I had not been convinced that Hp.Ma. is later. The same
perhaps applies to the naid €nutndevuato and véuou in Hp.Ma.
(286b, 294c, 295d, 298 b-d, etc.) as compared with Smp. 210c (cf. 211c),
but here of course Grg. 474de should also been taken into account
(below, p. 113); Friedldander (II® 99, 101, 104, 107) has not done this.

Capelle (1956) produces more convincing arguments for dating
Hp.Ma. after Phd., than for its authenticity. — Hoerber, who other-
wise follows Grube, makes some observations on the structure of
the argument in Hp.Ma. which he finds very Platonic (contrary to
e.g. Pohlenz 1931.303); to my mind he has proved at most that the
author was acquainted with Plato’s principles of composition (though
he evidently did not care about the principle of 'central culmination’,
cf. Thesleff 1967.156). — The main argument of Malcolm is that the
various approaches to xaAdv in Hp.Ma. seem to imply a theory of the
‘degrees of reality’ which is not quite on the level of Smp. 210e—211b
(this would confirm Friedldnder’s view of the relation between these
two dialogues): the aspects 'beautiful in one respect, ugly in another’,
and ’'beautiful here, ugly there’ are lacking. Here again it can be
objected that the author of Hp.Ma. may well have known the ’full’
theory though he did not bother to be dogmatic.

Probably because of the authority of Friedldnder and earlier
believers in the authenticity of Hp.Ma. such as Grube and Dies and
Schaerer, there are still scholars who without discussion take it to
be a genuine work of Plato, thus Brocker 1964, Ilting 1965, Gadamer
1968, Boder 1973, Findlay 1974.

I shall not ask the sceptical reader to make up his mind at this
stage. However, whether we accept that Hp.Ma. was not written
by Plato himself, or we suspect that it may be an authentic work
after all, it is important to face the question of its date and environ-
ment.

Among the dialogues normally regarded as authentic, the closest
parallel in form and matter is Euthphr. But there is no agreement as
to the date of Euthphr. According to the orthodox view it is rather
early (e.g. Friedlander II3? 75), but some would put it in the environ-
ment of Grg. and Men., which to most scholars would mean the
380ies (thus e.g. Gomperz II 293 f., Maier 1913. 126—128, Pohlenz
1921.12, Stefanini I 148 n.1, Stark 1952, Kapp 1968.65—67, 107 f.).
If the Euthphr. is dated even later than this (or declared spurious),
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there is little left to connect Hp.Ma. with Plato’s early period.
I shall not discuss the date of the former dialogue in this paper, but I
should like to point out that it really is a problem.

Those who take Hp.Ma. to be spurious either assume that it was
composed by a pupil of Plato after the Phd. period, say, in or after
the 370ies (this is the view shared by e.g. Horneffer, Tarrant and
Horn), or suggest the time of Aristotle (e.g. Geffcken II Anm. 156
n.216), or even the end of the 4th century (e.g. Pavlu 1941). To the
last-mentioned view it can be reasonably objected (with Apelt)
that the theme would have lost its interest by then. A date in the
second or third quarter of the 4th century is easier to accept but,
if argued independently, it would afford an additional indication
against Platonic authorship: the genuine works later than and
including Phd. and R (except book I) are all manifestly coloured
by Plato’s typical late style features, the 'onkos’, of which Hp.Ma.
shows no traces whatsoever (unless the poeticisms are regarded as
an imitator’s device); see Thesleff 1967.77—80, 156, 172.

Now, an important piece of chronological evidence seems to have
been almost entirely overlooked so far. Answering H1pp1as first

reluctant attempt at deflnmg nardv (287e) — &otL ydo, O Td-

nPATES, €0 Colu, el 6eU 16 dAndec Aeyecv, Tup%evoc HOAT

HAACSY — Socrates remarks: Km\uq Y€, o Inm,oc, \m 1OV HUva,

V%t euéo?wg arerplvw ... &y évd 1odTO ATOUP CVWHAL 5.

ou un exeyyddh; To which Hippias rephes assuringly: ivg y2p av
.EXeyydelng, O ye ndolv Soxel...; This will require a lengthy

scrutmy

The remark of Socrates is linguistically overdone, as many passages
are in this dialogue. KaA®g is of course to the point, ironically (cf.
Euthphr. 7a). Ny tov ndvo usually accompanies ideas that Socrates
finds amusing or interesting, in authentic and spurious dialogues alike
(Hoerber 1963); here the contrast imparted by the the dog is amusing
in itself. But why c¢06d&ws ? There is no parallel for the use of this
adjective or adverb in the sense of praiseworthy” or "excellent’.
When Herodotus (VII 99) tells us that Artemisia’s ships were, next
to those of the Sidonians, the £060&dtatar in the Persian fleet,
he probably means that they had "the greatest reputation” (LJS’s
”’crack’ ships” is hardly correct) Among the current adjectives
meaning “famous” or the like {e0uieri¢,dvopactdc, xomnpog5 Te—
pb-,écaBonTog TOALIOUANTOS, EVE050S, cD6SHLLOC, gwccuvmcs
EMLONUOS,TeplBAentos, ete.), I can thmk of none except )aunpdcg
that would tend to be used idiomatically in the sense of splendid,
good” (cf. colloquial English famous), but here the original sense of
“brilliant” operates on both sides. Tarrant who noticed that there
is something peculiar with e0638Zw<thought that it might be a collo-
quialism; this was doubted by Grube (1926.139, 1929.375) who
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suggested that the author (Plato) may be playing with Hippias’
fondness of adverbs (but, after all, Socrates is speaking here and at
219epeyarelws, which Grube adduced as a parallel!).

Let us, however, face the possibility (apparently not noticed
before; I am indebted to Jaakko Frosén for this observation) that
eV6SEWS somehow represents, or perhaps even should be corrected
by emendation into €v635fws meaning ”in a generally accepted
way’’ or plausibly”. This sense of £v60£0S does not occur in Plato.
It is really an Aristotelian speciality (see e.g. the opening of Top.,
especially 100b22—24 with a pun on the original sense), and accepting
the emendation €év63Zws in this passage would, practically, mean
accepting that Hp.Ma. is influenced by Aristotelian terminology.
But we need not go as far as that. There is one late Platonic passage
where e060£0¢g approximates to the meaning “acceptable”: Lg. VI
773a ToUS mapd ToLS £popooLy eVO6SEOUS YAUOUS XPN YORHETV
(probably with a pun on the original sense, too). So it can be inferred
that e060E0¢ was receiving the specific sense of ’plausible” in the
Academy before or at the times when (presumably) Aristotle intro-
duced his £véo£oc. It is to be noted also that the context of e06JEwc
in Hp.Ma. is similar to the normal context of £¢v&0£0<S in Aristotle,
ie. Iogical elenchus (288a00 un éxeyySw, cf. 286e, 287b); and Hp.Ma.
288a 6 ye mdouv bouel indicates that the author understands
e053Ewe in the same manner as Aristotle understands £vsofog (cf.
SE 175a31—33), namely, as based uponsdie ,not ardseLa .

So here is yet another linguistic feature pointing to mid-4th
century usage. But I suspect that there is something more to e V68Ewc -
the choice of this curious word, and the emphasis it receives in
the context, are likely to convey a special point. I suggest that the
author, who is intelligent and clearly fond of linguistic play and
allusive hints (as will be further illustrated below), is alluding to
Eudoxus of Cnidus.

Eudoxus, besides being a famous astronomer (in fact what Hlpplas
wanted to be himself, Hp.Ma. 285bc), a student of medicine (cf. dguLvrig
above p. 107) and a sophlst’ (Philostratus V.Soph.1.1 ranks him first
among the sophists), was noted for his theory of nSovri as the ultimate
good (Arist. EN I 1101b27—34, X 1172b 9—26, cf. Philippson 1925).
Apparently he was the chief exponent of hedonism in the immediate
environment of Plato. Yet it should be noted that Aristotle (EN
X 1172b18) praises the balance of his character: he was a man of
exceptional temperance. So it would seem that Hippias’ choice of
example, and also his obvious reluctance in this particular case, are
truly ’Eudoxic’ besides being supposedly ’'plausible’. Perhaps, by the
way, Dlogenes Laertius m1sunderstood the reason why Eudoxus was
called "Tv6ogos (8.91 todrov dutl EVSSEou "EvdoEov endiouvv
Sud TV AeprpdTnTta TRS @runc): was he known as 'Mr. Plausible’
(cf. Arist EN X 1172bl15¢énLoTeovto)?
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The dating of Eudoxus is still somewhat problematical, though
as far as I can see some variant of the late date theory (Susemihl
1898, de Santillana 1947, Merlan 1960.98—104, Lasserre 1966.137—
146) must correspond to the truth. The point at issue is how much
importance there should be attached to the fact that, considering the
historical conditions, Eudoxus is somewhat more likely to have
visited Egypt in 365/4, as Lasserre suggests, than in 373/2, as Merlan
thinks; otherwise Merlan’s chronology seems to me on the whole
more convincing than Lasserre’s. What interests us here is of course
the date of Eudoxus’ second arrival in Athens, as a reputed philos-
opher, because if Hp.Ma. 287e refers to Eudoxus it implies that he
was at the time a well-known character in the Academy with a well-
established reputation of theoretical hedonism. Eudoxus’ contacts
with the Academy have sometimes been over-emphasized, and the
hypothesis that he acted as head of the Academy during Plato’s
absence in Sicily in 367/6 (or 366/5) is not very reliable; but Lasserre
on the other hand clearly underrates these contacts. For instance,
Eudoxus’ achievements in mathematics and astronomy exercized
a considerable influence upon Plato’s late philosophy, notably Ti.
(cf. Maula 1974; also Gaiser 1965.193, 200), and Phlb. reflects dis-
cussions of his hedonism and perhaps his theory of Forms (below,
p- 114). If, then, Merlan is wrong in suggesting 368/7 as the date of
Eudoxus’ second arrival in Athens, and Lasserre is right about the
date of his Egyptian séjour, Eudoxus must have come to Athens not
later than the beginning of the 350ies.

Assuming that Hp.Ma. 287e contains a reference to Eudoxus,
we get 367 B.C. as earliest terminus post quem for the composition
of the dialogue. But whatever other allusions to Eudoxus there may
occur in it (cf. 285bec, 298a; 303edouviiy, above; and possibly the
suggestion of gold as a ’'catalyst’ in Hippias’ second definition 289e,
cf. the discussion of Eudoxus’ theory of Forms by von Fritz 1927), it is
clear that the author is not particularly interested in mathematical
or astronomical matters. He is an Academic, but he does not represent
the trends of Plato’s last phase which became dominant also among
Plato’s immediate followers in the Academy. He is rather a Socratic.

It is interesting to note that there are other signs of Socraticism
in the Academy about 360 B.C. C.W.Miller has recently (1975.94—
104) with some very good arguments dated the pseudo-Platonic
Sisyphus in the 350ies. It is amusing that Miller (102 f.) finds in Sis.
388c an anachronistic hint not unlike what was assumed for Hp.Ma.
above, though a more explicit one. He argues that the example of
Callistratus in this passage refers to the well-known politician’s
hiding after his condemnation to death in 361. So Hp.Ma. appears
to be approximately contemporary with Sis. Yet, rather obviously,
it is not written by the same author: the grip and the style are
different.
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With this tentative dating of Hp.Ma., the doctrinal or termino-
logical points that it seems to share with Phd. (see especially Capelle
1956), Smp., R., and possibly Eutphr., are best explained as ’remi-
niscences’. Rather obviously, the author has also made use of Grg.
(474d—475a, cf. Hp.Ma. 295¢c—e, 297e—298a; this is argued by Rollig,
and accepted even by his opponent Grube 1926.144-—146). But the
connections with Hp.Mi., discussed by Apelt and especially Pavlu
(1941.49, 53—55), are not very clear except perhaps 286b; also, Pavlu
(50 f.) refers to some possible reminiscences of Prt. and Men. It is
practically certain that most of these works were written before ca.
370 B.C. (though for Euthphr., Hp.Mi. and parts of R. this is not so
certain).

From the chronological point of view it would be considerably
more interesting to know in what relation Hp.Ma. stands to Plato’s
later works, including Prm. and Tht. So far as I can see there are
no manifest indications that the author of Hp.Ma. has read any of
these dialogues, but there are certain points of contact that are by
no means negligible.

Tarrant (1920.321) has drawn attention to the fact that Tht.
184e—185b discusses ’each” and “both” in terms of d4uLg and axon
in a manner similar to Hp.Ma. 300a—e; the Hp.Ma. passage seems to
be based upon a piece of argumentation resembling the Tht. passage,
if not the actual text of Tht. In Hp.Ma. 301b xpoderv reminds of a
similar context in Tht.154e (cf. 179d, Phlb.55¢c, Grube 1926.140; cf.
further Sph. 246 bc, below). Cf. also Tht. 152c cvpeetdc, above p. 106.
But the Tht. is difficult to date; at any rate it is hardly later than
367 B.C.

The question of the relation of Hp.Ma. to Sph. will, somewhat
unexpectedly, bring us to make an excursion to comedy.

Pohlenz (1931.305f., overlooked by Friedldnder II* 300 n.16)
has suggested that the vexed Staveudi ocduata THc oVoloag Hp.Ma.
301b (cf.e) and oSunpnuéva 304a, like the partly related passage
Sph. 246bc (originally adduced by Apelt), may playfully refer to
some recent criticism or censure of the Platonic §Latp€oets; and if
this is so, it rather strengthens our suspicions that Hp.Ma. was written
in the Sph. period, ie. the 360ies or 350ies. In fact, I think, there can
be hardly any doubt that Pohlenz and Gigon (1955.20) are right in
considering dLavenfi odpata a quotation. By a happy chance there
exists a fragment from a comedy of Anaxandrides called Aloypa
("The Ugly Woman”, Athen.10.455f = 6 Kock) Where the bombastic
style of Tlmotheus the Citharode is rldlculed ApT L,wg 5 L,T]pTOLuTmF
nal TA HEV dLaveun / oduoatog u€pn daudzet' €v TUPLATLTY
OTEYQ (cg Kock, -utlToULOUL S et sim. codd) /TeudSeog (fr. 23
Wilam.) €¢n mot', dvdpes, TNV yUtpav olual A€ywv . Pohlenz
who knows the fragment does not seem to have taken a closer look at
it. The Svavenfi oduatoc u€pn represent the Homericvdtorouv. ..



114 Holger Thesleff

dunvenceoou (Il. 7.321, ete.) 7’slices of meat cut the whole length of
the chine”. In Hp.Ma. 301b (cf. also 301e) Hippias is perhaps supposed
to be quoting Timotheus, but the author rather has the passage from
Anaxandrides in mind. The contrast to the simple ¥Utpa, which is
the actual point here, is alluded to earlier in the dialogue (288c, 290d).
Anaxandrides belongs to those comedy writers that made fun of
Plato (cf. Diog.Laert. 3.26), and so it is reasonable to assume that
Plato’s notorious Sravp€oeus were parodied in this comedy too
(cf. Epicrates ap. Athen. 2.59¢c = fr. 11 Kock). Presumably, then,
Hippias at 301b (cf. also the comicxviouataandtepLtuniuato at 300a)
resorts to Anaxandridean phrases when railing against the ’Socratic’,

i.e. Platonic, ”"chopping up things”. Perhaps theACoyxpa also contained
some joke with the Platonic noAdv , perhaps even with Eudoxus;
this is quite hypothetical, of course. At any rate, though all allusions
probably implied in Hp.Ma. 301b(e) and 304ab cannot be explained
in this way, and the connections with the Sph. passage (which can
hardly refer to Anaxandrides alone) aro also rather obvious, the
quoting of Anaxandrides gives us some useful hints. The ACoypa
cannot be dated (366/5 B.C., the archonship of Cephisodorus, is one
of many dates possible according to the fragmentary victory list,
IG XIV 1098), but we know that Anaxandrides was active until ca.
350 B.C. which suits the general frame we have arrived at. And the
general inference of Tarrant that the author of Hp.Ma., contrary
to Plato, has made a considerable use of contemporary comic phras-
eology, indeed drawn linguistic details from comedy in an un-Platonic
manner, looks more than probable in this light. Perhaps after all
Anaxandrides is the source of many of the linguistic oddities in the
dialogue.

Important evidence is also afforded by Phlb. which can with some
probability be dated in the 350ies (cf. Thesleff 1967.25). It can hardly
be doubted that Phlb. somehow reflects Academic discussions of Eu-
doxus’ hedonism (see e.g. Philippson 1925, Gaiser 1965.197—201).
The seemingly original definition of 10 naldv suggested by Socrates
in Hp.Ma. 297e—298a, 10 6L' dnofic te nal o¢pews nod (cf. 303e
doLvéotatal adTaLTiv fN6oviv etol nal B3€ATioTal) has clearly
some affinity to the examination of 'pure pleasure’ as restricted in the
first place to sight and hearing in Phlb. (especially 51b, 52¢, cf. Arist.
EN 7.1154b26, 10.1176al). But, as Rollig and Tarrant have seen, the
Phlb. passages are more advanced and the author of Hp.Ma. is not
likely to have known them (at least Geffcken IT Anm. 156 n.220 and
Gauss I11/2.129 f. are wrong in asserting that the exposition of Hp.Ma.
is dependent upon that of Phlb.). Both Hp.Ma. and Phlb. indepen-
dently fall back upon the same oral or otherwise lost sources. Or
should Phlb. 51ctoTg TOQ\)OL,g contain a direct reminiscence of the
famous yUtpa?

Tarrant’s suggestion that Hp.Ma. may have something to do with
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the criticism of the theory of Forms in Prm. is not so plausible
(Tarrant 1920.322 f.; Grube 1926.146). And the worlds of Ti. and Lg.
are too far from that of Hp.Ma. to make direct connections probable.

So we have various reasons to believe that Hp.Ma. was composed
in the later 360ies or early 350ies. Two passages in Xenophon give
us additional reasons. — In Oecon. 8.19—20 Ischomachus reminds
his young wife that even the simplest and most trivial household
implements may be beautiful, xaAdv , and his list of examples ends
in a Xenophontic climax: naidv 6€ nol & ndvtwy xaTayerdoeLev
AV udALoto oUY & oepvos GAA' O noudpdc,OTL nal yUteas on-
uC elpudpov galveoSaL eVrpLVDS HeLUEVAS. Xenophon may be
alluding to Anaxandrides (cf.nou¢dg ); but there must be a reflection
or an allusion to Hp.Ma. 288cd too where we have, beside the notori-
ous yUtpa , both ceuvy and nou¢og(linguistic arguments for Xeno-
phon’s using Hp.Ma. were put forward by Chantraine 1947; cf. Soreth
1953.18 n.2 against Tarrant’s suggestion that Hp.Ma. on the contrary
alludes to Xenophon). Those who have discussed the relation of
Hp.Ma. to Oecon. seem to believe that Oecon. is rather early. How-
ever, though the Oecon. may have been planned in Scillus where
Xenophon lived until ca 371, it was written down as a kind of
Appendix to the Mem. which was not finished before the 360ies
{(Breitenbach 1967.1776, 1806, 1809—1811, 1902). As far as I can see
there is nothing to prevent us from assuming that Mem. and Oecon.
have received their present form in the 350ies. — Furthermore,
Socrates’ discussing 15 &§CraLov with Hippias, Mem. 4.4.5—25, has
several points in common with the first part of Hp.Ma. (see Breiten-
bach 1967.1831). Especially the opening §.a xpdvou, immediately
motivated in Hp.Ma. but somewhat loosely and artificially attached
to Xenophon’s story, is a fairly strong indication that Xenophon
has been using the Hp.Ma. and not vice versa. Besides, Xenophon
is known to exploit the Socratic literature extensively and freely,
whereas we do not know of Socratics or Platonists using Xenophon’s
accounts except for polemical reasons.

The conflict between the rhetors and the Socratics which is
brought to a sudden outburst in Hp.Ma. 304ab, cannot really be used
for dating: this conflict extends at least from Plato’s Apology and
Polycrates in the 390ies to Isocrates’ Antidosis ca. 355 B.C., and it is
still present in Plato’s Laws.

There seems to occur at least one allusion to Hp.Ma. in Aristotle’s
Topica (the other possible allusions, Top. 102a6, 135al13, referring to
the identification of naAdv with tp€nov as in Hp.Ma. 293e, are less
obvious because this may be an Academic commonplace, cf. Ps.-Pl.
Alc.I 135b and Leisegang 1950.2383). In Top.6.146a21—32 Aristotle
gives as an example of a faulty definition the describing of 16 naAdv
asto 6L' ogews n 10 Su'dnofic néY, and he criticizes it approxi-
mately in the same manner as Socrates does in Hp.Ma. 298a—300b.
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Aristotle is quoting from memory and does not give the definition
exactly in the form in which it stands in Hp.Ma., 16 naldv €otL 14
6L' anofic Te nol OPews no6Y (298a), which would have been
slightly more appropriate to his argument. This part of the Top.
is generally agreed to be very early (see e.g. ’Aristotle on Dialectic’
1968.69, 102, 202 n.4), and supposing that Aristotle wrote it ca. 360
B.C. it is understandable that the recently published Hp.Ma. should
have provided him with an example.

To sum up, there are a fair number of indications suggesting
for Hp.Ma. a date roughly around 360 B.C. This date, as such, is a
sufficient indication that Hp.Ma. is spurious: it is impossible to
imagine Plato writing a Hp.Ma. at the period when he produced Sph.,
Ti. and Phlb. The dialogue, like most other spuria in the Corpus,
displays a Socratic trend manifestly not conforming to Plato’s late
philosophy. Hp.Ma. shows that Plato had at least one pupil who was
capable of writing on Socratic themes in the lively Socratic manner.
Though this pupil is hardly the author of Sis. (above, p. 112), should
he be made responsible for other pieces in the Corpus?

BIBLIOGRAPHY

O.Apelt: Die beiden Dialoge Hippias. Neue Jahrbb. 19 (1907) 630—658 (= Plato-
nische Aufsitze, 1912, 203—237).

Aristotle on Dialectic. The Topics. Proceedings of the Third Symposium Aristo-
telicum, ed. by G.E.L.Owen. Oxford 1968.

W.Boder: Die sokratische Ironie in den platonischen Friihdialogen. Studien zur
antiken Philosophie, 3. Amsterdam 1973 (= Diss Freiburg i.Br.1970).

H.R.Breitenbach: Xenophon (6) von Athen. RE IX A (1967) 1569—2051.

‘W.Brocker: Platos Gesprache. Frankfurt 1964.

I.Bruns: Das literarische Portrat der Griechen. Berlin 1896.

Annemarie Capelle: Platonisches im grosseren Hippias. RhMus. 99 (1956)
178—190.

P.Chantraine: Economique VIII, 19. RPhilol. N.S. 21 (1947) 46—48.

A.Diés: [Rev. of D.Tarrant 1928] RPhilol. 55 (1929) 383—395.

J.N.Findlay: Plato. The written and unwritten doctrines. London 1974.

P.Friedléander: Platon, II%. Berlin 1964.

K. von Fritz: Die Tdeenlehre des Eudoxos von Knidos. Philologus 82 (1927) 1—26.

H.-G.Gadamer: Platons ungeschriebene Dialektik., Idee und Zahl, Abh.der
Heidelb.Ak.d. Wiss., Philos.-hist.K1. 1968.2.9—30.

K.Gaiser: Platons Farbenlehre. Synusia, Festgabe fiir Schadewaldt, 1965, 173—

222.

H.Gauss: Philosophischer Handkommentar zu den Dialogen Platos. 1/2, 1954;
111/2, 1961.

J.Geffcken: Griechische Literaturgesichte, II. Bibl.d.klass.Alt.wiss.4. Heidelberg
1934.

O.Gigon: [Rev. of Soreth 1953] Gnomon 27 (1955) 14—20.

Th.Gomperz: Griechische Denker, II. Leipzig 1902.

G.M.A.Grube: On the authenticity of the Hippias Maior. CQ 20 (1926), 134—148.
— The logic and language of the Hippias Major. CPh. 24 (1929), 369—375.



The Date of the Pseudo-Platonic Hippias Major 117

Adelheid Haag: Hippias Maior. Interpretation eines pseudo-platonischen Dialogs.
Diss. Tibingen 1973.

R.G.Hoerber: The Socratic oath by the dog”. CJ 58 (1963) 268 f.
— Plato’s Greater Hippias. Phronesis 9 (1964) 143—155.

H.-J.Horn: Hippias Major. Untersuchungen zur Echtheitsfrage des Dialogs.
Diss. Ko6ln 1964,

E.Horneffer: De Hippia maiore qui fertur Platonis. Diss. Gottingen 1895.

K.-H.Ilting: Aristoteles iliber Platons philosophischer Entwicklung. Z.f. philos.
Forsch. 19 (1965) 377—392.

E.Kapp: The theory of Ideas in Plato’s earlier dialogues. Ausgewahlte Schriften,
Berlin 1968, 55—150.

F.Lasserre (ed.): Die Fragmente des Eudoxos von Knidos. Texte u.Xomm. 4.
Berlin 1966.

H.Leisegang: Platon (1). RE XX (1950) 2342—253"7.

H.Maier: Sokrates. Tiibingen 1913.

J.Malcolm: On the place of the Hippias Major in the development of Plato’s
thought. AGPhilos. 50 (1968) 189—195.

E.Maula: Studies in Eudoxus’ homocentric spheres. Comm.Hum.Litt., Soc.Sc.
Fenn. 51 (1973), Helsinki 1974.

P.Merlan: Studies in Epicurus and Aristotle. Klass.-philol.Studien 22, 1960,

J.Moreau: Le platonisme de I’Hippias majeure. REG 54 (1941) 19-—42.

C.W.Miiller: Die Kurzdialoge der Appendix Platonica. Studia et testim.ant.17.
Miinchen 1975.

J.Pavlu: Der pseudoplatonische Grossere Hippias. WS 59 (1941) 35—60.

R.Philippson: Akademische Verhandlungen {iber die Lustlehre. Hermes 60 (1925)
444481,

M.Pohlenz: Aus Platos Werdezeit. Berlin 1813.
— [Rev. of Wilamowitz 1919] GGA 183 (1921) 1—30.
— [Rev. of Tarrant 1928] Gnomon 7 (1931) 300—307.

C.Ritter: [Conspectus of recent publ. on Plato] Bursians Jb. 191.1 (1922) 79—305;
195:1, 1923.

F.W.Rollig: Zum Dialoge Hippias maior. WS 22 (1900) 18—24.

[W.ID.Ross: Plato’s Theory of Ideas. Oxford 1951.

G. de Santillana: Eudoxus and Plato. Isis 32, (1940-—)1947, 248-—262.

R.Schaerer: La question platonicienne (1938). 2e éd.augm. Paris 1969.

Marion Soreth: Der platonische Dialog Hippias Maior. Zetemata 6, 1953 (= Diss.
Marburg 1953).

R.Stark: Platons Dialog ’Euthyphron’. Ann.Univ.Sarav., Philos.-Lettres, I, 1952,
144—159.

L.Stefanini: Platone, I. Padova 1932.

F.Susemihl: Die Lebenszeit des Eudoxos von Knidos. RhMus. 53 (1898) 626—628.

Dorothy Tarrant: On the Hippias Major. JPhilol. 35 (1920) 319—331.
— The authorship of the Hippias Major. CQ 21 (1927) 82—8T7.
— The Hippias Major attributed to Plato [ed. by D.T.] with introductory

essav and commentary. Cambridge 1928.

— The Pseudo-Platonic Socrates. CQ 32 (1938) 167—173.

H.A.Teloh: The ontology of Plato’s Hippias Maior. Diss. Univ. of Wisconsin,
Madison 1972 [microfilm, not consulted]. Cf. DA 33 (1972) 2432 A.

H.Thesleff: Studies in the styles of Plato. Acta philos.Fenn. 20. Helsinki 1967,

G.F.Unger: Eudoxos von Knidos und Eudoxos von Rhodos. Philologus 50 (1891)
191—229.

H.D.Verdam: Quid Plato responderit ad Polycratis orationem in Socratem.
Mnemosyne N.S. 45 (1917) 189—204.

U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff: Platon, II. Berlin 1919.



