PLETHO AND HERODOTEAN MALICE,

Peter Allan Hansen.

In 1969 I published the article 'The Manuscript Tradition
of Plutarch's De Malignitate Herodoti'1 and stated on p. 13:
'TI shall not try here to place in the tradition the excerpts
made in Marc. Gr. 517 by Pletho. For our piece they seem
inconclusive, ...' Subsequent inspection of the MS showed
that something definite can in fact be said about their place
in the tradition.

I here reproduce Pletho's excerpts from De Malignitate,
which may serve as an example of the way in which Pletho
excerpted from Plutarch and other authors. The text is
followed by a general note about the contents of the excerpts
and by the placing of them in the MS tradition. I have
normalized accents and punctuation and introduced capital
letters in the customary way. Otherwise, the text has been
left to stand as found in the MS. There appear to be no
itacisms or other errors attributable to Pletho; recourse to
a text of Plutarch (Pearson's Loeb text) will show where
Pletho's source contained errors which he either did not
notice or could not emend.

l. From 858a-B.

(74%) 87. ‘Adnvalwv nal MiTuAnvaiwv nepl Ziyelouv dAAfRAOLG
noAeuolviwv, ol ®pdvwvog Tol otpatnyod ‘ASnvalwv
npoxaiecanevou tdv BouAiduevov elg unovouaxtiav, anrfvinoe
Muttande O Tév entd copdiv. ual SLntdy mepLBaidv TdOHV Gvspa
uéyav te nal pouaréov dvrta dnéuteivev. éx S& TolTOUL THV
MiTuAnvalev Swpedgc adtd ueydrag &L64viwv, TO 8dpu duovrloag

! Université de Copemhague. Cahiers de 1'Institut du Moyen-Age Grec et
Latin fasc. 2 (Copenhagen 1969).



to0to pévov & xwplov AElwoe AaBelv dmboov fH alxuh énéoxev,
& nal éuarelto Votepov IMuTTdUELOV.

2. From 859C-D.

&tL ouxval Tupovvideg Omd AaneSaiuoviev év TH “EAAASL
naTeEAOSNoOV. odToL Y&p én udv Kopiviou wal ‘Aumnpanlag
Kuyer(bogc &£EéBorov, éu 6¢ ...2
TeLoLoTpdtou Taldac, &n 6¢ Diuuvdvog Atoxivnv, é€u &6& €doou

AOYSauLv, é&n &° “Adnvdv tolg

sOuuoxov, &x 6¢ dwnéwv ABALV, én 6& MLAfTOL “ApLoToYvévnm.
Enovoov && wal THV év ®eTTarolg Suvootelav, “ApLotoundn ol
*AyyeAiov uatardoavieg SLd Ttod BacilAidwe AewTuxL&oOU.

3. From 859F~860C.

4tL tobg Und MepLdvdpou mapd ‘AALATNV én’ éutonf] meumouévoug
Kepnvpolov matdoag, KvidioLr énimieboovteg elgc Iduov, wnal Ttolg
ueév (747) mepiLdvspou @Vromag &Eerdoaviec tob Lepol év § ol
nalbec natomepevydteg fioav, Tolg &8¢ maldag adtol dvaraBdvreg
elc Képuupav &nouatéornoav, obte ‘Avthivwpdg te Tol Kontinod
uol Atovuoiou Tod XaAklLdéwc totopnocdviwv. floav &6& ual
KviLbloie mopd Kepnupalotg trual Te nal dtéreirar éynoLouéval.

4, From 861B.

8TL ‘EpetoiLelg, uad’ adiolg mpdrepov, oTdAp BactALud éu
KOmpouv T ‘Iwviq mpoonAiéovit £Ew &v T§ TMappuAilie MEAAYEL
dnovtioavteg natevavudyxnoov. elt’ éueldev dvootpédavieg nal
év ‘Egéop Tdc valc nataiindviec net’ ‘Adnvalwv ZdpdeoLv
tnéSevto. ual mdv TO dotu mANV Thic dupondrewg EAOVIEG,
televTdvTeg TARSoug oploLl ouxvod émuyxudévrtoc elg MiAntov

gnovexdonoav, obtw Avcaviou ToD MaAidtov Lotoprhoavtog.
5. From 864E-866C.

&tL THv mepl Aswvidav EELéviwv éu Indping dydva €n’ adtolg
énttdoLov Aywvicavio Aouedaludviol, dv uol mnatépeg Te adTdV
nal untépec £9edvto, adtdg &6° & Aewvidag mpdg udv TOV eindvra
ndvu 6Alyougc £E&yelv adtdv énl ThHv wdxnv, noiiobe uév olv

2There is a lacuna here as the result of an erasure. The word erased
was presumably Zevdyou (sic) found in both E and B.



TedvnEouévoug, Eon. mpdg 6& THV yuvaluo muvdavondvnv EELdvtog
el TL Aéyor, &yadolg, elne, vapelodalL ual &dyodd TiuteLv.
enpnor 6¢ yevduevog ual éyuoLundele ¢ tepd 1ol ‘Hpauiéoug
évap elde ToLdvbe. £60Eev év Sordttn moAdv Te éyxovon ual
TPaxtVv uAVSwva TAg ueylotoag xal énigaveotdtag tHc ‘EAALSOC
ndérerg dvoudiog SLapépeodal Tte nal corederv, THV 6& enpalwv
OnepéxeLv te nacdv wal petéwpov mpdg odpavdv dpdeioav elta
E€Ealovng dpaviodfjvar- & tolg Botepov xpdvy moArd mepl TV
néALv ouvunecoloLv duoLa dedn. &v && Gepuomdioilg uwetd THV
wduAwoLv 800 THV &nd yévoug GneEeréodal (75F) & Aewvisac
BouAduevog TH pEv éniLotoAfv é€6(8ou ual émneunev, & &° odu
£6€Eato @ricag: poxatdg Toi, odu Ayveiiapdpog, elnduav [sicl.

b &’ Etepog uerelovtog einelv TL mPdc TA TEAN TOV SnNAPTLATRV
dnenpivator Td mpdyupata, ual Tthv donida AaBdv elc TAELv
uatéotn. ol 6° obv mepl Aewvidav odrtoL Emoptidtal €meldy THV
Tdv moiepnlwv vintwp énddovto meplodov, Gvactdviec &Ew
éRAadSLZov énl T otpatdnedbov unal THV ounvhv dilyouv 8elv THV
BacLAtwg O €nelvov adtdv dnoutevobvrteg ual mepl éuelve
TedvnEduevor, nol obv adtoilg Geomiéwv Te nal enfalwv ol
napdvieg, dv fvelto "AvdEavépoc &C ‘ApLotopdvng Tte toTdpnue
nal Niunavépog & Kolopdviog, uéxotr utv olv tfic ounviic
utelvovieg del 1OV &unodbdv. Todg 6& Tpemduevor mpofilSov. émnel
6" obu évetbyxavov EépEn, Intodvreg év ueydiyp uol &xavel
otpaTeluatTl kol mAavaupevolr wdyig LN Tdv RopBdowv mavTaxodev
nepLxuIEvTeV SLeEddpnoav. ol &° év T noAeL enBatol, énel TV
napddwv upatnoog & BdpBapogc év tolc dpoig fiv mal Anudpatoc

o zmaptLdtng 6Ll Eeviag edvoug &v ‘Attayive t§ Tfig dAiyapyxlag
NPoeoTdTL SLempdEato ¢lAov Te adtdv unal E€vov yevéodal
BacLAéwg, €84Eavtd Te TAC SLaidoele Tdc mpdc Baouiéa, wol
npodduwg éundioav ol mepl “Attayivov udiiota adtdv
SALyapyLuot.

6. From 869B-C.
8TL N&ELoL éu 1ol uoirvol &E &nengov el¢ Taiauiva vadc tolg
"EAAnoL Bondoulg, d&¢ “EAMAvinog lotdpnuev, nal Anudxpitov

otpatnydv, od ual Thv dpLotelav TLuwvidng émLypduuaTtL
ébnAwoe -



AnudnpLtoc Teltog ApEe udxng &te ndp Taiaulva
YEAANVEC MnSoiLg ocOuparov év MeEAdyeL-

névte 6¢ vfiag &iev &nlwv, Extnv &6 ind xelpa
pOoato BapPapLuhv Awpls&’ AALOHOUEVNV.

7. From 870E-871B.

(757) 81L EELSvTwv THV mepl “Adelpoviov Kopivdiwv Bonddv elg
zaiaplva tolg “EAAnoLv eb0Eavio uainv tiva uol Sairudviov edxhv
T ‘Apposity al yuvalueg, €pwta tolg &vdpdoL tfig mpdc Tolg
BopBdpouc udxng €uBarieiv THV edbdv, fiv edxhv nal Tiuwevidng
gonAwoev é€v T) elg TOV vedv thic abtfic 9eol dvaotadeLodv
xoAudv eludvov ENLYPGULOTL®

ats’ tmép ‘EMAGvov Te wol (Suudxwv moAluntdv
gotadev edEduevotl KOmpLdL Sarpdviat .

o0 ydp toEopdpoLoLv éundeto 8T° ‘Appodita
MhSoLg ‘EAAGVOV dupdmoAtlv TPOSOUEV.

be 6& nal mopficav Koplvoiol tfi Zaiaulvi vovpaxiq, Taée T
énLypduuato puopTupel. &v uiv Zoiauive mapd THY méALV od
g6wonav adtolg “AdmvailolL tobg 4nodavéviag 9doL Eneyéypomnto:

& Eéve, ebudpov mot’ évalouev dotu Koplvdovu,
vuvl &° d&vduotoc viococ €xelL Zaioplg.

¢v9d6e Népoogc nol doiLvicoag viiog tAdvreg
wal MAdoug Lepdv ‘EAALSa puodueda.

& 8° ’Iod9uol uevotdoiov émnLypaghv elyxe Tthvde-

duude totamviav énl Euvpod ‘EAAGSa ndoav
tale adtdv Yuxale netueda dpuvoduevor.

ALobdpou 6¢ THV Tivog Koptvdiwv tpLnpopxdv €v lepod Antolc
dvadiuact xeLuévolrg tdde émeyeypomto:*

To0T’ &nd Suouevéwv MAdwv altat ALodwpou
onA’ dvédevto Aatol, uvdpata vavuaxlog.

gnl 6t tol adtol “ABerudviou Ty TASE EMEYEYPATTO®

obtog ‘AGeLudvtou nelvou Tégog, &v &ud mdoa

‘EAMGC éreudeplac Su@édeTo OTEQAVOV.



8. From 862B and 864D.

6tL mop’ ‘ASnvalwv 6éua TtdAavia Swpedv ‘HpdSotog &AoBev &
ouyypapevg, &vip ‘Adnvatoc Aluirogc totdonxev. bg 6¢ nal mopd
énBatwv yenuata piv althocag odu &raBev, énLxelpdv 8¢ tolc
véoLg Suaréyeodal (76°) wuatl cuouoAdleLy Ond THV dpxdviwv
EnwAtOM, ‘ApLotopdvng Yéypagpev & Boiwtdg.

Pletho's purpose in making these excerpts is very clear:
he wanted historical facts concerning events and persons of
interest to him. He only in part preserved Plutarch's
sentences, largely putting the information into his own
words, even where considerations of brevity did not
necessitate this. When several events are mentioned, they are
not given in the order found in Plutarch if that is not
chronological, but carefully turned into a chronological
sequence. To the historical facts extracted from Plutarch,
Pletho added the sources cited by Plutarch as well as
quotations (i.e. epigrams) given by Plutarch in corroboration
of his statements. The excerpts show us a painstaking
historian who is not concerning himself with the literary or
psychological aspects of the essay he is searching for
historical information. The name of the essay is not given at
the beginning of the excerpts, and Pletho's entire setting
aside of its nature is underlined in an amusing way by the
last excerpt where, after finding no place for the name of
Herodotus in the preceding excerpts, Pletho when giving
information about Herodotus finds it necessary to qualify his
name by the addition & ocuyypapedc.

The information, also when given in Pletho's own words,
renders faithfully what is found in Plutarch, with two
exceptions. One is the perplexing passage describing the
Eretrians' meeting and defeating a Cyprian detachment of the
king's fleet (861B = excerpt 4). The text would seem to be in
further disorder (more deficient) than indicated by the small
lacuna in the two MSS.3 Realizing that the text could not

3 cf. Rib1, RAM 67 (1912) 163-167.



stand as it was and at the same time not taking into account
the possibility of Cyprians on the king's side at the time in
question, Pletho made the improbable guess that resulted in
the paraphrase in the excerpt.4 The other exception is the
end of excerpt 6 where Pletho rounds off with his own
flourish: uol mpodduwe éundioav ol mepl “Artayivov udAiota
adtdv dALyapxiturol.

Pletho's interest in ancient history is a matter which
needs no proving; it will be recalled that his works include
a continuation of Xenophon's Hellenica based on Diodorus and
Plutarch, and that he also freely included historical and
mythological references to antiquity in his non~historical
works; see, e.g., his ZuuBovisuTinrdg TmEdg TOV SeomdInv
ecdduwpov nepl tThHig MeAomnovvhoou, passim.5 Pletho seems to have
excerpted extensively from ancient authors, to judge from the
three MSS of which Aubrey Diller has enumerated the
contents.6 The MS used by Pletho for his excerpts from
Plutarch in all probability belonged either to John
Palaeologus or to Pletho himself.7 R. and F. Masai consider
that Pletho could not have been the owner: 'Si Pl&thon avait
&té l'heureux propriétaire du fameux manuscrit de Plutarque
vu par A. Traversari ... dans les mains de l'empereur, il
n'aurait sans doute pas eu l'idée d'en transcrire d'aussi
copieux extraits.'8 When the question is of excerpts, one's
mind at once goes to the Elder Pliny's 'electorum ...

commentarios centum sexaginta ... opisthographos quidem et

4Lionel Pearson is not wrong in saying (p. 49 of the Loeb edition)
that 'A different text is implied in Pletho's paraphrase', but we should
add explicitly that the text implied is Pletho's emended version of the
text known to us.

5M‘Ilgne, vol. 160 cols. 841-866 = In.l. Adumpos, loiaLoAdyera xal
NeAiomovvnouand 4 (1930) 113-135.
GScriptorium 10 (1956) 27-41.

7 Diller, Seriptorium 8 (1954) 127; cf. my note 10.

8Académ£e royale de Belgique, Bulletin de la classe des lettires 5®
Série 40 (1954) 543 note 1.



minutissimis scriptos' (Plin., Ep. 3.5.17), and even if it
has since become easier to check a passage in a book, the
inclination of scholars to make excerpts for their own use
remains essentially the same. It suffices to quote a passage
from Arnold Toynbee's Experiences (1969) 98: 'From about 1922
onwards I started to take notes in notebooks on points, in
books that I was reading, which seemed likely to come in
useful for something that I was going to write ... By this
year 1969 I have more than thirty of these notebooks, full to
the brim. They have, long since, become my most relevant immediate
source of the information that I need for writing ...' In
neither of these so different cases does the ownership of the
book excerpted from seem relevant: Pliny probably possessed
all, Toynbee probably possesses a good many, of the books in
question.

The main interest of the excerpts to the student of
Plutarch would be if they were to prove independent of both
E and B. I have already given my view of excerpt 4. The cases
of Pletho's giving the truth or what appears to be the truth
against the consensus of E and B are the following:

Excerpt 1 mpoualecoauévou (thus the Basle
edition) : mpoouaiecaugévou,

ib. OyTtdnetov (thus Cobet) : ILTTAULOV,
excerpt 5 uév odv (thus Reiske) : uév,
ib. Attaylvy (thus Reiske from HAt.) : ‘Anaylvy,

excerpt 7 thv 9ebév (thus Turnebus and
Stephanus) : tov dedv,

ib. noAilntdv (thus iidem) : MoALTAV,
ib. 61° Appodlita (thus iidem) : 6L ‘AgposSiTav,
ib. dupédeto (thus the Basle edition) : &ueéSevro.

The fact that these corrections have all been found
independently by other scholars, shows their nature more
clearly than any evaluation.

vuvl in the second line of the Salamis epigram (excexrpt 7)
might at first sight look like an independent reading. The
word &vduotoc in the same line is a faultless formation from



vdua (cf. dypnuatog, dvaluatog, etc.), meaning 'carens
fontibus' (Wyttenbach, Index Graecitatis; the metrical Latin
translation has 'pauper aquae'), and it very neatly and
appropriately corresponds to the preceding ebudpov. The
reader who has no outside information (Dio Chrysostom 37 or
the remains of the monument) will therefore only consider
this word corrupt if he finds himself unable to believe in
the metrical error it involves when used at the end of the
first half of a pentameter. Although even Wyttenbach - who
did have outside information - found himself able to tolerate
the word (see his note ad loc.), it is unthinkable that
Plutarch could have thought this type of error possikle in an
official epigram like the one in question. Therefore, the
corrupt form of the line cannot stem from Plutarch, and as
dvauatog cannot héve ﬁeen in the text written by Plutarch,
there is no reason why the wrong vuvl should have been.
Accordingly, it is a conjecture metri gratia, and the obvious
explanation is that it should be fathered on Pletho like the
above conjectures.

In the same epigram the form of the next line is very
clearly not the original reading; a transposition was made
metri gratia by someone not familiar with, or not prepared to
accept in the present context, the Doric form Hépo&g (Buck,
§78) . Again, the obvious candidate is Pletho.

As there is thus no doubt that the excerpts belong in the
tradition known to us, it only remains to attempt the placing
of them in this tradition. Diller in discussing the excerpts
suggested that they were made from the MS E.9 For De
Malignitate at least, this is not supported by a collation of
the excerpts with the MSS E and B.

Pletho's excerpts agree with B against E in the following
instances:

QScriptorium 8 (1954) 123-127; 10 (1956) 29f£.



Excerpt 2 ‘Aunpaniag
ib. Ayyeiov
excerpt 3 AlvdTNV
excerpt 7 tduudxwv
ib. érevdeplag

‘AuBponriogc E,
AvyeAlov E,
‘AlvdInv E,
el{duvudxwv E,
éAeudepl”’ E.

While the last three could well be independent corrections,

the same hardly holds good for the first two. The form

‘Aupoonia was the one in use from long before Plutarch, and

that it was also the form used by Plutarch himself is

supported by Per. 17.2 and Pyrrh.

6.4, 8.11. One can assume

that the same spelling was used by Pletho, and it is not easy

to suggest any reason why Pletho, if finding ‘AupBpoxiag in

his source, should have changed this into a form he neither

knew from Plutarch nor used himself. That the conjecture

Ayyelov is wrong, has been certain since Hubert made his

correction into “AyéAacov. I am inclined to consider it a

doubtful coincidence that the wrong conjecture “Ayyelov

should have been hit upon twice over. But even if this point

be not granted, it remains that one should have expected

Pletho to have known that “Ayyeloc is not a very good guess

for the name of an ancient Greek, even if it does

occasionally occur in Byzantine times as the sole name of a

person; to my knowledge, it is found only once in ancient

literature (Plut., Pyrrh.

2.1) . Further, the conjecture goes

somewhat beyond what Pletho allowed himself in his other

conjectures, whereas his retaining the form if findihg it in

his source is consistent with his cautious and meticulous

treatment of that source.

On the other hand, there are the following agreements with

E against B:

Excerpt 5 eilnduav
excerpt 7 gotodev

ib. éneyéypanto
ib. vavuoy tag
ib. ‘EAMGS

ib. Taiaulvi

einducv B,
€otadev B,
énLyEéypantaL B,
vauvuaxing B,

f ‘EAAGg B,
Taioulve B.



lo

Of these the last four do not help in the present connexion:
éneyéypanto would be the tense used by Pletho in his
paraphrase whether he found the perfect or the pluperfect in
Plutarch; B's vavuaxing follows immediately upon a word with
a Doric alpha; B's ® ‘EAAdg is metrically wrong; and in the
last instance B has a simple error in the accentuation of a
common word. They are, in other words, all four alterations
which could be made without much thought, especially by the
man who was capable of the eight conjectures first listed
above. It remains to consider eimduav and €otadev. These two
readings rule out B even more decisively than ’Aumpaulag and
‘Ayyedov ruled out E. In all the other instances considered,
the Aldine agrees with B, and this is the normal state of
affairs throughout De Malignitate. In the case of #otadev the
Aldine is non-committal with Eota®ev, but over the other word
it shows one of its extremely rare agreements with E. In my
previous article (pp. 13-15) I gave in detail the reasons for
considering that the Aldine derives from the Vorlage of B.
The obvious conclusion is that Pletho's excerpts come from
the same source. Might perhaps the MS first used by Pletho
and later (in 1509) found at Venice, be 'the Emperor's
Plutarch' rather than the MS E ?10 My placing of the excerpts
in the tradition as taken from B's Vorlage is not affected by
the acceptance or rejection of this suggestion, as the MS
used by Pletho and the MS exhibited by the emperor need not

be identical.ll

I suggest this against Diller's tentative identificatiomn
(Seriptorium 8 p. 127) of 'the codex the Byzantine emperor showed to
Traversari in Ferrara in 1438 when he and Pletho were attending the
Council' (Seriptorium 10 pp. 29f.) as the MS E.

111 am grateful to Mr. Sten Ebbesen of Copenhagen University, who
read my draft and made some very useful comments and suggestions.



