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The thesis of this paper, based on a study of the comments con- 
cerning moods in Apollonius Dyscolus' De Constructione or Syntax,' 
is that his use of the term psychikg diathesis2 has been misinterpreted 
by his successors, both ancient and modern. 

1 The Greek grammarians (except pseudo-Theodosius) are cited by page and line 
reference to Grammatici Graeci (Leipzig): Dionysius Thrax to Part 1, edited by Gustave 
Uhlig (1883); Apollonius (De Constructione) to Part 2, Vol. 2, edited by Gustave Uhlig 
(1910); Heliodorus and Stephanus to Part 3, edited by Alfred Hilgard (1901); Choero- 
boscus and Sophronius to Part 4, Vol. 2, edited by Alfred Hilgard (1894). Pseudo- 
Theodosius or Theodorus (on whom see below, note 82) is cited by page and line 
reference to the edition by Karl G. Goettling (Leipzig 1822) apud Skrzeczka 3.7 (see 
note 83); both Goettling and Skrzeczka call him Theodosius. Priscian is cited by page 
and line reference to Grammatici Latini, edited by Heinrich Keil (Leipzig), Vols. 2 
and 3, edited by Martin Hertz (1855-9); all references are to Priscian 1 (= GLK 2), 
unless specifically designated Priscian 2 ( = GLK 3). Other references are to be inter- 
preted as follows. Bekker, An. = Anecdota Graeca, edited by Immanuel Bekker; 
3 vols. (Berlin 1814-21). Bekker, Ap. = Apollonius, De Constructione Orationis, 
edited by Immanuel Bekker (Berlin 1817). Bennett = Charles E. Bennett, Syntax of 
Early Latin; 2 vols. (Boston 1910-4). Brugmann, KVG = Karl Brugmann, Kurze ver- 
gleichende Grammatik der indogermanischen Sprachen; 3 vols. (Strassburg 1902-4); also 
French translation of the foregoing, Abrieg de grammaire comparee des langues indo- 
europeennes, translated by J. Bloch, A. Cuny, and A. Ernout (Paris 1905). Buttmann 
= Des Apollonios Dyskolos Vier Biicher Uber die Syntax, translated by Alexander Butt- 
mann (Berlin 1877). Dittmar = Armin Dittmar, Studien zur lateinischen Moduslehre 
(Leipzig 1897). Egger = E. Egger, Apollonius Dyscole, Essai sur l'histoire des theories 
grammaticales dans l'antiquite (Paris 1854). Hale = William Gardner Hale, A Century 
of Metaphysical Syntax = Congress of Arts and Science, Universal Exposition, St. Louis, 
1904 3.191-202 (St. Louis 1906). Hofmann = Manu Leumann and Joh. Bapt. Hof- 
mann, Stolz-Schmalz lateinische Grammatik; 5th edition (Munich 1928). Humbert = 
Jean Humbert, Syntaxe grecque (Paris 1945). Methner = R. Methner, Die Grundbe- 
deutungen und Gebrauchstypen der Modi im Griechischen (Bromberg 1908). Schwyzer 
= Eduard Schwyzer, Griechische Grammatik; 2 vols.; 2nd vol. completed and edited 
by Albert Debrunner (Munich 1934-50). Skrzeczka = Rudolph Ferd. Leop. Skrzeczka, 
Die Lehre des Apollonius Dyscolus vom Verbum; 4 parts (K6nigsberg 1855-69). Slotty 
= Friedrich Slotty, Der Gebrauch des Konjunktivs und Optativs in den griechischen 
Dialekten (G6ttingen 1915). 

2 Purely for practical reasons, I confine all use of Greek characters to the notes in 
this article, and in the text employ transliterations for single words and phrases, and 
translations or paraphrases for connected passages. In transliterations, I designate 
eta and omega by circumflex accents, in conformity with the TAPA style-sheet, 
though I should prefer macrons. 
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Nearly all modern discussions of the Greek and Latin moods or 
their Indo-European prototypes begin with a quotation or an 
adaptation or a translation of Apollonius' phrase, and regularly 
construe it as implying a distinction involving the mind or the soul. 
For instance, among grammarians we find that Brugmann renders it 
"Seelenstimmung" (KVG-2.578; translated "l'tat d'ame" in the 
French version, 612), Methner "Verhalten der Seele" (74), Bennett 
"mental attitude" (1.145), Humbert (for the plural) "modalites de 
l'ame" (84). Slotty quotes it without translating it (6); and 
Hofmann seems to be translating it without quoting it, in his 
phrase "die geistige Haltung des Sprechenden" (565). Apollonius 
specialists treat the locution in the same way: among commentators, 
Skrzeczka has "die Affektion der Seele" (2.3 and 4.18), and Egger 
rings the changes, usually in the plural, on "la disposition de l'&me" 
and "l'tat de l'ame" (147, 148, 149, 152, 155, 168, 169); while 
Buttmann in his translation of the Syntax several times has "das 
seelische Verhalten" (170, 186, 394). 

The supposed psychological implications of the moods are 

particularly stressed by professed adherents of the so-called psycho- 
logical method. I shall cite just two striking examples. 

One of the earliest - and most extreme - of these was Dittmar, 
who on the basis of his extensive, and potentially useful but sadly 
misapplied, collection of examples, endeavors to prove that all 
indicatives are peaceful and all subjunctives are polemic.3 In 
conclusion (328) he reiterates that in the study of the moods "die 

sprachlichen Erscheinungen" must be tested "mit psychologischem 
Auge," precisely because the moods are "der Ausfluss einer gewissen 
psychike diathesis." 

With far more sense Hale, in an interesting and important paper, 
protests against the influence of the philosophers on the study of 
the moods, and urges that "our first task to-day is to get rid of all 
this metaphysic 1 inheritance, which belongs to an unscientific age, 

3 In the indicative there is "etwas Souveranes, Apodiktisches, zugleich etwas 

Ruhiges, Friedliches, Behagliches, Schlichtes, Gleichgiltiges"; it is "der Ausfluss der 

aequa mens, der seelischen Freiheit" (209). For the subjunctive he takes as starting- 

point the use of this mood in "Fragen des gereizten Widerspruchs," which according 
to him were especially popular with the Romans because they were "ein ehrliebendes, 

streitbares, skeptisches, konservatives Volk" possessing "ein empfindliches Ehrgefuhl, 
eine leicht zu verletzenden Stolz" (79-80). Eventually he somehow proves, at least 

to his own satisfaction, that not only these subjunctives, but all subjunctives, are 

"polemisch." 
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and to study language directly by and for itself" (202). But 
unfortunately he does not really carry out this admirable aim, 
since for him the alternative to the metaphysical approach is the 
psychological approach; his objection is to "metaphysical and 
wholly unpsychological ways of looking at mood-syntax" (201; 
italics mine), and what he advocates is a return to the viewpoint of 
Apollonius, who saw in mood usage a diathesis psychike,4 translated 
by Hale "an attitude of mind" (192). 

But if we actually study the text of Apollonius, it seems to me 
that the support which Dittmar and Hale find in this author for 
the methods advocated by them can simply not be discovered there, 
and furthermore that the various interpretations already quoted 
for the phrase psychike diathesis will be seen to be without justifica- 
tion. I myself would translate it simply as "modal distinction" or 
"distinction as to mood." At times "mood" alone would suffice, 
but this might lead to certain inconveniences, since to Apollonius a 
mood is enklisis, and this is not completely interchangeable or 
coextensive with psychike diathesis. 

A given verb-form is an enklisis; it shows or possesses a diathesis. 
This difference is well brought out in an interesting passage in which 
Apollonius distinguishes between the use of the optative mood, 
and of the adverb eithe with the indicative mood, in the expression 
of a wish. "We must note," says Apollonius, "that the optative 
mood (euktike enklisis) of verbs differs from the adverb in this, 
that verbs show the optative distinction (euktike diathesis) along 
with the action involved" (351.8-10).5 

Also, enklisis is a term of wider extension than psychike diathesis. 
This is made particularly clear in 291.4, where the infinitive is 
specifically described as the enklisis lacking psychike diathesis.6 

Skrzeczka (3.4-5) holds that Apollonius has another term for 
"mood," rhema, a word regularly used in the much broader sense of 
"verb." He cites as proof two passages from Apollonius. In the 
first of these (327.11-2),7 Apollonius is protesting against those 
who would rule out infinitives from the category t6n rhgmaton. 

4 So Hale. Apollonius appears always to use the reverse order of words. 
b Xpi ykvroti oelv UWs 8aLakpeLt 1 iK rsv PI pl/aLTrcV ebKKTKI) 'YKtXLt fS ris klrppr7LartKs 

rO 7r& p&v pjitAaTra leTL eT rod OUv6v7TOS rpa'Iy1aros ollatalveLv r77v eibK7rIKv SLtLeaw. 
6 /VUXtKiVS &afcoaewrOS X 'yKXtoLL &iAOLpio'aaca. 
7 HICS Ov tv ob i1atv Trb Tr& aveKTitKTCiraa ri v TWr&VoV t6rl&W aLTWv irepl.ypa&4etiv T'rS 'rSV 

prlLir&Awv evvolas; Note Uhlig's paraphrase (326): cum ratione igitur is pugnat, qui 
infinitivos ex verborum notione et classe eximit (italics mine). 
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It is quite enough for Apollonius' purpose to insist that an infinitive, 
unlike a participle, is a verb despite its lack of person and number and 
consequent lack of psychike diathesis; once proved a verb, it auto- 
matically becomes an enklisis, for every verb falls into one or another 
of the enkliseis. In the second passage (375.4-7),8 he is object- 
ing to the name distaktike which some apply instead of hypotaktike to 
the subjunctive mood in such clauses as ean grapho, and protests 
against the practice of naming rhemata after the conjunctions 
introducing them; here he could have used the word for "moods," 
but surely the more general term "verbs" does just as well. 

There could be little question as to the meaning of enklisis.9 
This term goes back at least to Dionysius Thrax, about three 
centuries earlier than Apollonius. According to Dionysius, there 
are eight modifications of the verb, one of which is enklisis (46.5- 
47.2) ;10 and there are five enkliseis, indicative, imperative, optative, 

8 Kal El &er' 7rrS &vvaylLEs rTWv )VV6&8TfLCWv OLKEV ra& pjlgara apa'lyeoOaL, o66vP K&XA8eL 
Kal r&s Xotr&as e&yKXL'aeLs /uerarlOeoOeat rOs i6laS KX7rjews, &vaaeeta,veas r7)' FK rT&v ovvS&rEwv 
6brajulv. Again note Uhlig's paraphrase (375): ac si aptum est formas verbales nun- 
cupari ex coniunctionum adiectarum sensu, nihil obstabit, quin ceteri quoque modi 
propria sua nomina cum eis commutent, quae coniunctionum praemissarum sensui 
respondent (italics mine). 

9 Skrzeczka (3.5) does discuss whether Apollonius, besides using the term purely 
of a specific "Flexionsform" (a mood), also employs it, as later writers did, to denote 
"worin das Wesen des Modus bestehe" (mood in the abstract); he concludes - rightly 
in my opinion - that this is to be doubted. He believes that originally the word had 
a broader meaning than Apollonius gives it, signifying any verbal inflection. Schwyzer 
(1.416; note 1) holds an exactly opposite view: that enklisis originally meant "mood," 
and "erst spat" came to denote inflection in general, not only of verbs but of nouns as 
well. The Latin term corresponding to enklisis, declinatio, also was applied by the 
earliest Roman grammarians - who were of course following the Greek ones - to 
nouns and verbs alike (as in Priscian 442.18 coniugatio est consequens verborum 
declinatio), although ultimately, from Donatus on, the term was restricted to one 
part of speech - in this case to nouns. See on these various expressions Schwyzer 
1.416, note 1; 2.53 and 302. The basis for this terminology is the conception of a single 
special Grundform as starting-point for the paradigm, with the other forms representing 
descents or deviations therefrom. The figure is based on the notion of slanting in 
enklisis and declinatio (whence French diclinaison, German Deklination, English 
declension), and on that of bending in Latin flectio (whence French flexion and inflexion, 
German Flexion, English inflection), for the whole system of declension or conjugation. 
Again for the notion of "cases" we have Greek kliseis and plagiai "slants," and, by 
still another figure, pt8seis "falls" or "drops," which last was the model for Latin 
casus, with the combination of falling and slanting in pt6seis plagiai and casus obliqui; 
whence came the analogically but illogically constructed ptOsis orthe (also called eutheia) 
and casus rectus for the starting-point or nominative-vocative, of course strictly not a 
ptOsis or casus at all. 

10 Hlape7rera 5L rO IyAart 6Krco, YKXM etS, 6&afOets, e13r/, o-X'/.ara, &pLO/Aol, lrpocrcorta, 

Xp6voc, aovuryTat. One codex gives a different order: &/Oears, Xp6pos, e'yKXLoLS, etIos, 
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subjunctive, and infinitive (47.3-4).1 One of the scholiasts on 
Dionysius, Stephanus, lists the five enkliseis among various distinc- 
tions of verbs and, seemingly parallel to them in number, of nouns 
(246.27-8) :12 there are three voices, as there are also three genders; 
and five moods, as there are also five cases. 

Despite the fact that Dionysius, author of the first systematic 
treatise on Greek grammar, and Apollonius, founder of the scientific 
study of Greek syntax and grammaticorum princeps, as Priscian 
calls him, used enklisis for "mood," Choeroboscus - who frequently 
shows himself none too dependable a witness - tells us that the 
early grammarians called both the moods (enkliseis) and the voices 
(diatheseis) by the single term diatheseis, and then afterwards 
distinguished these diatheseis as of two kinds, designating the 
mental ones (psychikas) as enkliseis, and the physical ones (sbmatikas) 
as diatheseis (5.4-7)13 - thus representing the technical term 
enklisis as a later subdivision of the technical term diathesis. 

Choeroboscus is guilty of other inaccuracies here in addition 
to his mistake about enklisis. So far as diathesis goes, this too 
the earliest grammarian uses just as do the later ones according to 
Choeroboscus. To Dionysius diathesis is definitely "voice" and 
not "mood." He lists it as parallel to enklisis among the modifica- 
tions of the verb, as we have already seen;14 and he tells us that 
there are three diatheseis, active, passive, and middle (48.1).15 

aXi?la, vruvyia, rp6bao?rov, a&plO.6s. This is followed by Priscian (369.16-7): Verbo 
accidunt octo: significatio sive genus, tempus, modus, species, figura, coniugatio, et 
persona cum numero, quando affectus animi definit. Here modus represents enklisis, 
and genus represents diathesis. (To the final clause, which stems from Apollonius 
rather than from Dionysius, I shall revert later; see note 90.) 

1 'EYKXlo-eLI upv OUv eraL 7rvre, r pLokTLK, p 7rpooraKKrtKK, eC'LK1, irpOrOacKKTLK, &rcLKpk/j.- 

Apollonius recognizes all five of these, plus a sixth, the ypoetik or "adhorta- Apollonius recognizes all five of these, plus a sixth, the hypothetikS or "adhorta- 
tive," employed in the first person as the imperative is in the second and third (361.7-11 
and 364.8-365.4); this is really the subjunctive used in a hortatory sense, but cannot 
be accepted as such by Apollonius, since he views the latter mood as restricted to its 
use in subordinate clauses (whence its name hypotaktikW; see especially 377.5-7). 
Later grammarians, such as Choeroboscus and Theodorus, recognize only four moods, 
since they exclude the infinitive; cf. notes 65, 66, 84, and 85. 

12 Tpets 5k ELarw at LaOTELrrs, ChrEtLb Kal rpla y4vrg bvotr,uCwO, gKat rkvre iyKXlaeis, 
rTEL?t Kat ra vTr ?rT&aefs. 

13 'Iovrkov Sri r raS kyKXif'etS Ol 'raXaiol Kal T7&S bLtaOaELs KOL7PS KicLXovY &LaOkoets, 
Kal XOLt?rpv irTepov St&pwuav, e Kal rahs ILC V ,VXLtKu&S K&Xecrav i'ycXlOers, ras 58 oLrcoAtKca 
&Siafeors. 

14 See note 10. 
16 AiaO&erets EiirL Tpeis, vip-yea, raOos, r er6lrOs. 
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Apollonius' usage is vague as compared with that of Dionysius. 
It is true that in his writings we meet diathesis in contexts referring 
to both voice and mood, but I think never in either case is this 
meaning conveyed by diathesis, as Choeroboscus implies. Indeed 
I doubt whether in Apollonius diathesis by itself ever has a technical 
meaning at all. It is rather a colorless word which, chameleon- 
like, acquires color from its surroundings. Its precise interpreta- 
tion depends on the context; and its general meaning, "distinction" 
or "notion" or the like, gets a more specific denotation only when it 
is accompanied by some modifier that more narrowly defines its 
application. When that modifier is a grammatical term, the 
resultant phrase serves as a technical expression (which diathesis 
by no means constitutes by itself), such as "mood" or "voice." 
Nor under these circumstances is its application limited to "mood" 
or "voice"; it can apply to tense as well.'6 A chronike diathesis 
(354.11-2)17 is "a distinction of time or tense," equivalent to 
chronos "a tense," just as psychike diathesis is "a distinction of 
mood," similar (though not quite equivalent) to enklisis "a mood," 
as we have seen. But even with grammatical terms, diathesis 
does not always enter into a technical phrase; thus in his discussion 
of imperatives ten tou mellontos diathesin (96.10-1)18 is not "the 
distinction of the future" in the sense of "the future tense," but simply 
"the notion of futurity," precisely like ten tou mellontos ennoian 
just below (97.5), and in opposition to mellontos chronou (ib. 4-5), 
which means specifically "future tense," the point in this latter 

16 Cf. Uhlig on Apollonius 96.11. 
17 "HbtS IEVTroL Kati lrepl Tjs eyyLVOjivoA7s XpovPLKs baOieaews Iv rT oy KXlaoei [sc. eVKTLK?] 

bLairopovti rLves. 

My unknown coadjutor the referee, for whose careful and helpful suggestions I am 
very grateful, even though I have not accepted all of them, comments on this as follows: 
"Granted that chronos and chronike diathesis are synonymous in Apollonius, we would 
expect enklitike rather than psychike diathesis." I would suggest that enklitike was 
ruled out for this purpose as a result of being preempted in an altogether different sense, 
derived from the notion of "leaning" on the preceding word and not of "sloping" down 
from the first form of the paradigm: to wit "enclitic" as it is still used today. This 
was a fixed technical term with a fixed technical meaning (in opposition to ortho- 
tonoumene), having to do with pronunciation and not with syntax. Apollonius uses 
it repeatedly, and always in precisely the same meaning: see, e.g., 22.3, 133.12, 167.10. 
168.3, 180.5, 183.10, 437.9, and, for the adverb enklitik6s, 314.10. The noun enklisis 
also occasionally occurs in the corresponding sense (see, e.g., 167.12, 180.6, 184,4, 
192.6); but in this usage it is much less common than the adjective enklitike, and not 
so definitely a specialized technical term, so that this usage did not interfere with its 
usual one in the sense of "mood." 

18 irravra ra 7rpooaraKTrKa Q'KeL.jvTV EXetL rTv rO FE\oXXvros btaOeaov. 
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passage (97.3-5)19 being that all imperatives have future force, and 
so none of them are in the future tense. 

On the other hand, in combination with the adjectives energetike 
and pathetike, diathesis seems regularly used in a technical sense- 
"active distinction or notion," "passive distinction or notion." In 
such cases we of course can, and usually should, translate rather 
"active voice," "passive voice"; but this emphatically does not mean 
that with the adjective removed, diathesis still = "voice." 

Thus Apollonius begins his discussion of the verb in general by 
enumerating the main topics to be studied, of which the first three 
are (319.5-8) :20 (1) the moods (enkliseis), (2) the tenses (chronoi), 
and (3) voice, active or passive, and middle (diathesis,, energetike 
ousa e pathetike, kai he . . . mese). It is noteworthy that he does 
not have to list the different moods or tenses to give enkliseis or 
chronoi a meaning, but he does have to define diathesis. 

Again, he begins his discussion of voice by saying that we must 
now take up the distinction (diatheseos) that is present in every 
mood, including even the infinitive, because of the necessity of 
expressing all action "either actively or passively or 'middle-ly'" 
(394.7-395.2).21 Here the end of his sentence makes absolutely 
clear that the distinction which he has in mind is one of voice; but 
it is only the three adverbs that prove this.22 A little later, in 
inquiring whether all verbs have the distinction of voice, he says 
specifically diathesin energetiken e pathetiken (395.8); and he fre- 
quently uses simi'ar phraseology elsewhere.23 

But what of Choeroboscus' statement that when the diatheseis 
of the older writers eventually came to be divided, the psychikai 
diatheseis were called enkliseis and the somatikai were called diathe- 
seis? Since the older writers did distinguish mood and voice, and 
since at least their leading representative, Apollonius, did use 
psychike diathesis more or less in the sense of "mood," the implication 

19 S II ov of yeXoZoi e[alv oiL b7roXao36vres p/uara TrpoaTraKrtLK& /tXXeovTos xp6vov, 
oLrov yye x'lra avvoOeZTrat etls rTiV roV iCXXovros evvotav; 

20 1. at re yap praper6oievat eyKXiKOELs Xb'yov &araLT7rirovarL Trs aOvvTra&ws, Kal 2. oL 
ev arois &vac.AeplaOvrevTs xp6voL, KaL 3. 7 avtiT'raperoievr7 &aLOeoalt, evepVTrLrK7) oo)ca 0 
7ralfr7T,LK7, Kal X7 /leraV To6Trcwv 7rerrTcoKvLa ILueTl, ov) 7rpoo'Xcopovra obverepsq. 

21 'AK6XovO6v ekrtv &LaXaa3ev Kai 7repi Tr7s eyyIvoiLeV'rs otaOeoaewO KaO' EKaaTr77V 'yKXLrLPv, 
77s obvS ra &7rape/A4ara KTrs eyevero dLC TO KaTr7'vayKaaieV oolvOV To avpereaOat iiraLo 
roZs Xp6vois' 77 vepYrI77TLKW S ' 

rar07TrLKCOS t Kal ELt IaCOs. 
22Another passage where diathesis gets the meaning "voice" from the context, 

321.2-5, is quoted in note 55. See note 54. 
23 Cf., e.g., 325.13-4, quoted in note 50. 
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would be that he also used somatike diathesis in the sense of "voice." 
But this is as erroneous as the rest of the Choeroboscus passage. 

Skrzeczka (2.4) thinks Choeroboscus designates diatheseis in the 
sense of "voices" as somatikai because of a passage in Apollonius in 
which the kindred verb diatithemi is brought into contact with 
soma and somata. It is true that diatithgmi in its active and passive 
voices actually specifies activity and passivity respectively: for 
instance, when Apollonius (237.8-9)24 describes the reflexive pronoun 
as referring at once to the person that acts and the person that is 
acted upon, he uses for the first to diatithen and for the second to 
diatithemenon.25 But when, in the passage referred to by Skrzeczka, 
on the relative position of noun and verb (18.5-8),26 he says that 
to act (diatithenai) and to be acted upon (diatithesthai) is the prop- 
erty of the soma, and the indication of this distinction, i.e., activity 
(he energeia) and passivity (to pathos), is the property of verbs, 
he is using soma not in the sense of "body" as opposed to "mind" 
or "soul" (as Skrzeczka seems to think), but simply as the funda- 
mental essence of the noun itself, the substantive. Priscian, who 
follows this passage very closely (2.116.25-7),27 renders sOmatos by 
substantiae. We certainly must not think of a literal part of a 

person as implied by soma here any more than by psyche elsewhere. 
As for the combination of the noun diathesis with the adjective 

sbmatike which, according to the obvious implication of the passage 
in Choeroboscus, constitutes a technical phrase meaning "voice" 
just as the combination of the noun diathesis with the adjective 
psychike constitutes a technical phrase meaning "mood," it is a 
fact that Apollonius employs s6matike diathesis as a parallel for 

psychike diathesis, but never, so far as I know, in a technical sense. 
The use of this phrase (397.6-8)28 to refer to verbs denoting 

physical state such as kopi6 (occurring in a discussion of verbs which, 
having a passive meaning in the active voice, cannot form a passive), 

24 'Ere 'yap iv p r TO aLT'o f lb zLaO&' Kal Tr. oLaTrL&ieOVY, ALa KaI t} 4vWV KaT& obvOeaov 

7yevero. 
25 For other examples see Skrzeczka 2.4. 
26 Kal TroV pJfCroS 8k r 

va7yKabis trpoKeLtTL Tr ivola, eadel Tr LtrLO aTfVa KaiL TO 6Lari- 

OeCraCL ab,Iaros l1Lov, TOlS 6& oclc alaaTP IKELTaL 17 FOL T OV 6vOIP60&TY', i &^ V l6tOTVS TroV 

picaTros, Xe/y' Tr7jY 'vep'yeva Kat TO 7ra&eos. 
27 Ante verbum quoque necessario ponitur nomen, quia agere et pati substantiae 

est prolrium, in qua est positio nominum, ex quibus proprietas verbi, id est actio et 

passio, nascitur. 
28 'E(TLY & Kai /tVXLKtPV 

- 
(twu(aTFLKlVP (rOoLPV o Ilartifvel, oLS ob ?rpocryivreTa r&aXL,v * 

7raO?7TrLK7 KXirLS BL& TrO ev rT trpoa-obor KartaXite Troi rawtos tbrayopefecorOaL. 
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and later its use (405.16-7)29 to refer to verbs denoting physical 
action such as tribo (occurring in a discussion of verbs which govern 
the accusative), is quite different. In both these instances diathesis 
is not a technical term used in grammatical nomenclature; it merely 
refers to the meaning of the verb. And in neither case is there any 
essential dichotomy between somatike diathesis and psychike 
diathesis: on the contrary, in the first passage the two are used as 
indifferent alternatives joined by e (= "vel," not "aut"); and the 
second follows a general statement that verbs of physical and mental 
action take one and the same construction (405.12-4),30 and is 
itself followed not only by a list of verbs used in the sense of mental 
diathesis (408.1-2),31 such as oiomai, but also by a list of verbs used 
both physically and mentally (406.3-4),32 such as hybrizO. 

But precisely what does Apollonius mean when he uses psychikg 
diathesis in a technical sense? It is a strictly grammatical term 
denoting something that is possessed, along with person and number, 
by verbs, but not by infinitives or participles (320.4-321.2).33 Its 
particularly close connection with person and number is made 
manifest by Apollonius' definition of a verb as quoted by Heliodorus 
(71.24-7),34 a quotation usually regarded as probably accurate. 
"He (Apollonius) says: a verb is a part of speech with its own special 
forms, showing different tenses together with activity or passivity, 
and presenting persons and numbers when it also shows mood." 
Probably Apollonius has two reasons for setting tense and voice 
on the one hand apart from person, number, and mood on the other. 

29 Eilo /&iY 7yp -ccoIarLKai btaOoeLs al rotavrTa, rp4l, aoe (KcX.). 
30 'H ok 7rpOKELiJvl vi7 TOI-ratIs, Kt&Y oC,uartLKC&s rta T7iS vEepyelas aTrlaalcvi Kav trt I'VXLKWOS, 

cs ElZro/Lev, ILasS KaZ ris airijs avvra&ecos gxeraL. 
31 Kal o6raL ev b3rovoi ed(talv 1VUXLKjS LaBO&irews, C, vvrelovaaL irl rL, oloami e(r (KrX.). 
32 Kai acowara-LKs KaLt VXtLKcs vlB3piCO Ka(L yap Kal t a, XeLp<? Kal viXtK8LKiS GtaOrcws. 
33 Tots p7.aorLlv eialperos 7rape7reTraIL 3 UVXLKr A &aOeats, O7rep ov a(VVeaTt rots ArapelI- 

ca'rots, Kail To v 'tptOJAo0s KaL 7rpoonroLs KaTrayivecrOat, WV TijS 6ia4Oopas ,OVK UTVXEV Tr 

airapeuLarov, Ka6e Kat a ara ariev 1AeTraXpovjuvaa TUrv 7rpoKeLfJaVCOv Kat 
T7rs Trv p/i3aLaTrwv CLeas &ia e?3X 0r7. 

This passage, though put into the mouths of a group of persons whose views 
Apollonius is refuting, none the less represents his own opinion too. He is combating 
not his adversaries' premises (that the infinitive and the participle alike lack certain 
attributes of finite verbs), but their conclusions (that, since the participle, lacking these 
attributes, is not a verb, therefore the infinitive is not a verb either, but is an adverb). 
See further below, note 53. 

34 Ayet. ya&p orwcos pji6Aa eartL tepos X6Yyov iv t6iots ecraaXrl/AaTLrIlols 6Ltac6pcv 
Xp6vwv kLrtueKTtKV Auer' fvepyeias 7 i ir&aOovs, prpoc&rorwv Tr Kal apOipt v Trapaorra7tK6v, iore 
KaLc r&a Trs '1VXjO Q7s LaOOELts lXo7 . 
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In the first place in finite verbs there were marked and obvious 
differences for tense, including primary vs. secondary endings, 
presence or absence of an augment, the sigmatic element that so 
often marked the future, etc. ;35 and also for voice, with a completely 
different set of endings for the active vs. the medio-passive. But 
mood-signs must have often seemed quite inseparable from personal 
endings (which Apollonius was surely in no position to analyze 
scientifically); thus -ei must have seemed to him to mark at once 
third person, singular number, and indicative mood, and -o to mark 
at once first person, singular number, and either indicative or 
subjunctive mood. And in the second place, infinitives possessed 
tense and voice just as did finite forms, but lacked person, number, 
and mood (psychike diathesis). Indeed, Heliodorus seems to think 
that Apollonius worded his definition in this way precisely so that 
he might include the infinitive under the head of the verb; appar- 
ently the scholiast feels Apollonius wished to take cognizance of the 
fact that a verb might be expected to show person and number as 
well as tense and voice, but by specifying that it shows person and 
number (only) when it shows mood as well, he manages to include 
these items as frequent characteristics of verbs but not as essential 
properties. Heliodorus' comment (to which I shall revert later in 
another connection36) is (72.10-2) :37 "he says furthermore that the 
verb shows persons and numbers, not always however, but when 
it also shows mood . . ., in order that he may include infinitives 
too." 

In regard to the infinitive, Apollonius' statements that it is an 
enklisis without modal distinction (291.4), and that it lacks modal 
distinction (320.4-5) and number and person (320.5-6), have already 
been quoted.38 Elsewhere too (44.9-10)39 he says that the infinitive 
lacks persons and numbers and modal distinction. 

35 Tense-signs are particularly striking because as a result of their parallelism in 
finite forms on the one hand, and in participles and infinitives on the other, their corre- 

spondences throughout the whole verbal system are so easily recognizable. Cf. Apol- 
lonius 322.8-12 : AbaratL -yap Kara Xpp6vov TrO f7rpp7l/,a laroreXErcTOaL, KaeO YO-TLV brtvotja7ac 
Ka&l. rTv ,uCroxCvi, edye rcT !A'v ypTabW r 'Yypafcov 7rapaCKELTac, ri 3e 9pypaata t7 ypahas. 

r4 'yap avOr< Xa'yc KaL Trw ypaf)c rT pypa4eLv lrapaKeCirera, T(r Te iypa/a a TO ypa&ac. 

36 Cf. below, note 79. 
37 CI/at' (e TraLXtp rpoac7rwcv 7r Kal a&pdOFLwsv elvat acro TrapacrTarTLKOv, Kal OVK aet, a'XX 

ore Kal ras trjs TvxTs &baOearets rt7Xo, 6 eCTrt ras rs vXSrs fovXjaei,, 'tia TreptLXf KaO. r 

&7rapii#uara. 
38 See notes 6 and 33. 
39 eXXel7TELt rpoqw7rois Kal ap(O/AoZs Kal irtL 1vVXLK1 &tae&-eft. 
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In regard to the participle, often grouped with the infinitive, 
Apollonius defines its lacks as follows: the properties (namely, 
modal distinction, numbers, and persons) already enumerated as 
belonging to verbs (321.1);40 "distinction of person" and "modal 
notion" (292.11-2) ;4 division into persons and the accompanying 
modal distinctions (432.15-6).42 

Involved in these points is a specially difficult feature of Apol- 
lonius' views on verbs. Obviously, the possession of person, 
number, and mood is not essential to a verb, since the infinitive, 
lacking all of them, is still a verb. On the other hand, the possession 
of tense and voice does not of itself constitute all the essential 
qualities that make up a verb, since of the two forms, the infinitive 
and the participle, which, while lacking person and mood, do possess 
tense and voice, the infinitive is a verb and the participle is not 
a verb. 

The following seems to be Apollonius' line of reasoning. 
He first shows that number, person, and mood are not the 

essential features of a verb. 
Number of itself is not an inherent part of the verb, for the 

action is a single unit; it belongs rather to the (person or) persons 
participating in the action (324.11-325.3).43 He unquestionably 
has in mind the fact that the infinitive itself is a singular noun. 
He may perhaps also mean that if a number of people perform an 
action jointly (such as singing), the situation involves only one 
action, but several people. If so, he is really gioping after the 
idea that the verb merely agrees with its subject in number, though 
he does not explicitly say so. Some might argue that, if each person 
sings, there really are a number of acts of singing;44 but none the 
less the act of singing is singular. 

40 Quoted above, in note 33. The reference not only to person and mood but also 
to number as something lacked by participles is of course a slip, of which Apollonius is 
not guilty elsewhere. 

41 a&QapeTaL 65' av rTi 7rpoawTrov &aKplaLP Kal IvUXLKPrV evvoLav. 
42 K&d &7rofBaXOacL T6O r P & rpoTawjrOP /epLtpo6 Tras Te 7apeTro.levas fvxLK&ds bLaOOeats 

Tros Ipi/uaaLv. 
43 ava'yKalos Xet7rovaa Trots TrpoS&aTropr77efL, <Tros TrpoauTroL Kat > Tr Traperot0/eyy 

a&pL,uQ, 6s oiv 0 O-rI raperaeTa rTq p/1alrtL, 7rapaKoXovl,7jja i& yLveraTL 7rpoa&rwv r'V 

IETELXrkf6TWr TOD 7rpLy.ca7Tos. atr6 ya&p T6 7rpa'yjia 'v kaTLy, T6 ypaetvL, r6 7repLraTrev- 
67rep k'yrvy6Ji.evov v ?rpoacOdr-ots Trote Tob 7repLtraTCW, Tb '7repLra7TroULev, T TireptiraTouaLv. 

44 Thus in Hittite, in which iterative-durative verbs are distinguished morpho- 
logically, by an element -sk-, from simple verbs, the -sk- form is used not only to show 
that a single person performs an act repeatedly, for instance that wherever he goes 
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Person of itself is not an inherent part of the verb, for a verb 
can refer to all persons (325.4-8)45 as to all numbers. It is the 
persons participating in the action who are in the various persons46 
(he uses the word prosopa here in two slightly different senses). 
Here again he must be thinking of the agreement of the verb with 
its subject; of course the matter of person is very closely tied up 
in verbs with that of number. Evidently he does not view the 

personal endings as an essential part of the verb. Or he may have 
in mind that the infinitive can be used with a subject of any person 
(and number); this is less likely, however, since, as is demonstrated 

by Skrzeczka (3.19-20), he fails to realize that an infinitive can 
take a subject. At all events, he certainly holds that an infinitive 
is a verb even though it lacks person (and number); hence person 
(and number) are not integral parts of a verb. This, to be sure, 
involves circular reasoning; a verb by definition has person and 
number so long as it has mood, but when it does not have mood - 

he conquers, but also to show that a large number of persons each perform a single 
action, for instance that in a plague a great many people die; the dying takes place 

repeatedly or continually, though each person dies only once. 
46 Oi ,ya&p eKelo &Xr7700et,, bs Tr pIflia BEKrtK6v kTarLV rpoadTrwV- Ir&Xlv yap (K TOV 

7rape7rolievovu r6 TOLOVTOV kre'yverTO. Tr 'yap JiLeTeLXh6ra rpoacoira TOd 7rpa'yj,uaos ets 

xrp6ocrra. &veuepto-7, 1repLtrar, 7reptLaraTeLs, repL.tra.Te. arTo ,ye /j77v EKTrOS Ov rpooa6rcwv 

KaiI AptOCfJCv avcqetpeTaL &7raoav apL0/1oLs KaL &7ra(o Trpoo-TroIs. 
46 Apollonius holds that, whereas pronouns may be in the first, second, or third 

person, nouns are in the third person only, and therefore can be used with verbs in the 

third person only; see 20.6-21.3, and 154-60 passim, especially 154.9-10, 156.8-10, 

158.7-9, 159.10-1. (He recognizes just one exception, the use of a noun with "I am" 

or "I am called," but here he is getting into difficulty because he confuses subject and 

predicate nominative; see 159.13-160.11.) Actually, person belongs to the verb and 

not to the subject. The only substantives that vary in form for person, and that 

therefore may be said to possess this attribute, are the personal pronouns. The noun 

can be used as the subject of a verb in the first or second person (a phenomenon fairly 
common in Hittite, though rare in Greek and Latin); as an example we may cite 

Thucydides 1.137.4 eeOraTOKXS 7KCO 7rapa ore (cf. Schwyzer 2.246). Apollonius, 

however, expressly denies this possibility; he declares (159.8-12) that we must say not 

'A7roXX&Wvtos ypactAo but 'A7roXXcWvLos 'ypa&eq. (Cf. Egger's excellent comment, 80-1, 

that, whereas French in official phraseology uses such locutions as je soussign&, nous 

prefet, etc., in Greek or Latin when the name of an author or the designation of an 

official group serves as subject, the verb is regularly in the third person; he might also 

have cited the superscription of a letter.) At all events, Apollonius' viewpoint can 

be defended insofar as it is true that the relationship to the speaker of the individual 

or group serving as subject of the verb determines the person of the verb. Also, the 

question arises what we are to say about both the person and the number of a verb 

which has no subject at all; but Apollonius would probably maintain that even when 

no subject is expressed, we still have "persons participating in the action" (325.1, 

5-6, and 9-10; see notes 43, 45, and 48). 
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i.e., when it is an infinitive -- and therefore lacks person and number 
as well, it still is a verb. Why then include these items at all in 
the definition?47 

And finally the verb does not of itself possess the distinction of 
mood; for once more it is the persons participating in the action that 
express through the verb the distinction involved in themselves 
(the persons), but those verbs (i.e., infinitives) that lack persons 
do not express the distinction of mood that is involved in them 
(the persons) (325.8-12).48 This seems to me extraordinarily 
weak.49 Apollonius having set out with the premise that the 
distinction of mood is intimately connected with the distinction of 
person and number, and that any form lacking one must therefore 
necessarily lack the other, and having just shown that the person 
and number of a verb are determined by its subject, now has to 
conclude that the same is true of its mood. I readily admit that 
the subject, through its own possession of person (at least from 
Apollonius' point of view; cf. note 46) and of number, certainly has 
a bearing on the person and number of the verb, since the latter 
agrees with it; but the subject does not possess mood, and I cannot 
see that it has any more bearing on the mood of the verb than on 
its tense and voice. Once more, I think Apollonius' reasoning is 
circular. It is true that verb-forms lacking person also lack modal 
distinction, but this is not because the subject influences the mood 
as well as the person of the verb. 

It may be, and indeed it has been, argued that here the psychike 
diathesis possessed by the persons participating in the action of the 
verb really is not mood, as I have been insisting, but "attitude of 
mind," which only persons can possess and which they manifest 
through the verb. Thus Skrzeczka (2.4) quotes the passage just 
cited (in note 48) as far as the first homologei as one of the pieces of 
evidence on which he bases his statement (2.3) that psychikg diathesis 
is used by Apollonius "mit Bezug auf die Affektion der Seele des 
Subjects." How Skrzeczka can at one and the same time maintain 
(1) that psychike diathesis is "Affektion der Seele" and (2) that this 

47 Cf. Heliodorus' comment (72.10-2), quoted above, in note 37. 
48 'AXX' ob6i IuVXLKv aL&GeaOL rT6 bpI/a LriTexTera. Ir&aXL yp 7T IAETELX746rTa 

'rp6awora 7roV rpayC/AaTOs Tiv kvY aCTroLs (&alOeaoip 6/AoXoyeL 65& TOr plTaros' r& 6&, Ucs 

OKcTtKL &yyev6feva kv rpoacoroLs, ob6le 76 iv TOt roLs TrLtvyevo6j?VepO v'e&ETroV TriS VVXs 
o.LoXo'yel. 

49 It is tied up with another weak point, his determination to prove that the infini- 
tive is a verb, even though the participle is not. On this see below, p. 42. 
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"Affektion" belongs to the subject, I cannot comprehend. I believe 
that "the persons participating in the action" which decide the 
person and the number of the verb do indeed do so because they 
serve as the subject of the verb; but the mood of the verb, at least 
so far as the imperative and the optative go, depends on the "atti- 
tude of mind" - if we choose to express ourselves in these terms - 

not necessarily of the subject but of the speaker. Thus the passage 
just studied actually constitutes an argument against rather than 
for the belief that psychike diathesis in Apollonius is "attitude of 
mind" or something of the sort. 

Since person, number, and mood have been shown, at least to 
Apollonius' satisfaction, not to be true qualities of the verb, we 
must conclude that the peculiar property of verbs is to express 
tense and voice (325.12-4).50 These it may be noted are in no way 
connected with the subject, as person and number clearly are, and 
as Apollonius has tried not very successfully to show that mood is. 
Hence the infinitive, though it lacks person, number, and psychike 
diathesis, is none the less to be considered as one of the enkliseis.5' 

Why not, then, the participle also? There is a real inconsistency 
here, which seems to trouble even Egger, a profound admirer of 
Apollonius (168). Being on the whole a logical person, Apollonius 
cannot fail to recognize this discrepancy; and he admits (320.3)52 
that there is some basis for the arguments of those who point out 
(1) that the infinitive lacks psychike diathesis, number, and person, 
just as does the participle, which is in consequence excluded from the 
category of verbs (320.4-321.2),53 and (2) as a corollary to the 
foregoing, that the possession of tense and the accompanying 
diathesis54 does not justify classing infinitives as verbs, since par- 
ticiples also possess these attributes, and participles are not verbs 

(321.2-5).55 

50 "I6wv ovv pjoUiaros 4EarTL v 6 Iiots laerTaacrx1araTLotsO 6tLafopos xpovos 6SOeai T 77f 

fvep/YrpTK7) Kat 7raOrLTtLK7 KaL cTt 1 tera7. 
6t Cf. above, note 6. 
52 Kai erl v ' ra ffvvl'yopoV,ra r3O X6'yw rotavra. 
63 This statement, with which Apollonius is in full accord, was quoted above 

(note 33) to illustrate the connection of psychike diathesis with person and number, all 

being possessed by verbs and all being lacked by infinitives and participles (for the 
correction needed in regard to participles, see note 40). 

54 Here the context clearly justifies our interpreting diathesis as "voice." Cf. 

above, note 22. 
55 O6 7yap 7r 7ye 6b LeraarX7TaartaTIols 7rov xpou v rS Tpaf ?tv .O 'ypaL /aa KTa 7r Xl 

avvoata 6La1Oeas avva'eL TO p3J/LaTa avra 7ravrTWs KaX\eaoOa, TireL ravTro aobvearT r Ae-Troxfi 

Kal ov pizuara al laeroxal. 
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But Apollonius evidently thinks that he has satisfactorily solved 
the problem by pointing out another characteristic of the infinitive: 
it is, he says (324.10),56 the most general form of the verb (cf. also 
325.14-326.157). Certainly this does apply to the infinitive and 
does not apply to the participle. But the detail that he adds as 
proof of this seems to me by no means convincing. He says that 
every derived word can be resolved into the primitive word and a 
second word equivalent in meaning to the suffix (326.11-327.1),58 
and thus any finite form of the verb can be resolved into an infin- 
itive plus a verb expressing by its meaning the force of the mood 
(327.7-12).59 This latter argument seems to me to fail signally in 
fulfilling Apollonius' purpose of including the infinitive as a verb 
and excluding the participle, since we could similarly form a peri- 
phrastic substitute for any finite verb by a combination of the 
appropriate participle plus an auxiliary - "be" or in some cases 
"have" -expressing by its meaning the force of the tense. Thus 
by reasoning similar to Apollonius', lu6 could be equated with 
lu6n eimi, leluka with lelukSs eimi or with lelukos (or, as was done, 
perhaps less logically but more frequently, with lusas) echO, luomai 
with luomenos o (the regular type with consonant stems, as tetrim- 
menos 0), etc. 

So far as concerns my thesis in regard to Apollonius' use of 
psychikg diathesis as meaning "distinction of mood," the essential 
point in all the passages just quoted is that in them all the phrase in 
question is made completely parallel with prosOpon "person" and 
arithmos "number." All the words concerned are terms common 
enough in ordinary speech; but in the passages from Apollonius 
they are all used in a technical sense, and psyche (as implied by 
psychike) is no more to be interpreted as "mind" or "soul" than 
prosopon is to be interpreted as "face."60 If it is asked why Apol- 

66 rLTtv YYevKUraTrrl7 j rTJ' acrape/Af5aTrWv 9'yKXLatS. 
57 Tr6 'yptK&daTOV p la, XiyTc ro &ArapltcaTrov. 

68 KaO6Xov ray rap?7y/AeYOV t &i rvtos &YaXuovrv tXe Tr7Y irpoS rT TrpwToor7rov /iera 
XfcTos tvjs 7arllcavoTorls ralrr6v Tf Trapa'ywyp. 

69 Kal i i 7raoa ytKXatLS OgK et6 &XXo rtL craXauq#averat v els &irapuaIoaTov tera 
Xeewr T6S Q7IaLaYOtbas rTaLr)v 7) k-YKXMO-e, o76 OTW oras (a.yle, TreptarTdC - waptaa'jY v lrep&- 
xra7retv, 7reprraTopaiAr - 77tf&uv 7rep rraTev, r epLraTiLt - rpoTIeTaia 7repLrrareiv. TIlCs 
obv ot fl8atov Tr rT& rvveK7LKri7raa r7vT ar&TvrTUvP lur&Tcop 7rep&yp&etLv trvs Tjr pl6&Tr 

vvolas; 
(The last sentence of the foregoing was already quoted in another connection. 

above, note 7.) 
0 Of course this does not mean that Apollonius is debarred from ever using 

psychikg and psychik6s in the ordinary sense of "mental" and "mentally"; indeed, 
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lonius chose psychike "mental" for that particular use, it can only 
be said that to answer that question we would have to know some- 
thing about Apollonius' own "attitude of mind" in the literal sense! 
But it may be noted that as a parallel to the grammatical terms for 
"person" and "number" we find not only psychike diathesis but also 
its partial synonym,6' enklisis, as in 283.1-3.62 In such a case, it 
would be no more absurd to translate enklisis "slope" instead of 
"mood" than it is to translate psychike diathesis "distinction of the 
soul (or mind)" instead of "distinction of mood." 

But when we come to the group of later grammarians who pro- 
duced commentaries, catechisms, or epitomes based on the earlier 
works, and whose value lies rather in the information that we can 
deduce from them about lost writings of their predecessors than 
in any original contribution of their own, we have an entirely 
different state of affairs. Now psyche is no longer a technical 
grammatical term meaning "mood," but a mentalistically used 
expression implying a conscious guiding power behind the mood, to 
wit the soul or mind. 

So far as the material at our disposal enables us to judge, it was 
Choeroboscus, who probably belongs to the latter part of the sixth 
century, that set the unfortunate model for scholars down to our own 
day by the psychological twist that he gave to Apollonius' straight- 
forward linguistic discussions. Thus the word enklisis, which, as 
already explained,63 in Apollonius simply meant a deviation from a 
Grundform, is given a wholly distorted definition by Choeroboscus 
(5.1-3),64 "the preference (proairesis) of the mind, that is, that 
toward which the mind is inclined" - after which (3-4)65 he 
enumerates actions obviously corresponding to the four66 enkliseis 

examples of this very usage have been cited above, notes 28, 30, 31, and 32. In the 
same way, pros6pon is not restricted to "grammatical person"; it can also mean 
"person" in the sense of "individual," as in the passages cited in notes 43, 45, and 48, 
the second of which (325.4-8) is particularly interesting because here the word occurs 
twice over, in the two different senses, as we have already noted. 

61 Their differences have already been discussed; for passages illustrative thereof, 
see notes 5 and 6. 

62 e 'yrp rod C7r&pp7lUaTros avrvoos, ov 5EKTLK) oicra TWV &ptOLvy .V r7v TvpoadTrcWv ) TWP' 

e'yK\Xlrea Kcoat TI rTvY XP6'VCV wV T6O pila 7rapabeXeraL. 
63 See above, note 9. 
64 "E'yKXLTos 'yap 7j vtUXlti 7rpoaipeaTs, TOVTraTT KaO' 6 iyKXiveTra i kVXXv7, iyovv eLs 8 

PruTL a 1vxi. 
65 'E'yKXlvef yzap Ka. perf6L 7 el TO opi.aac i elfs TO 7rpOcTa'tatL X) E s TO eviaarOatc <els 

TO > &LTAraLaC. 
66 The infinitive is excluded. Cf. above, note 11. 
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or moods as the goals toward which the mind "inclines." For 
"incline" he uses interchangeably enklinetai and enklinei (a sort of 
play-on-words in Greek as in English), adding epexegetically to 
each its synonym rhepei. Again the attribute possessed by verbs 
but not by infinitives, diathesis psyches, which to Apollonius (in the 
form psychike diathesis) was simply "modal distinction," as I 
trust I have adequately demonstrated, he explains twice over 
(4.21-267 concerning verbs, and 4.2368 concerning infinitives) as 
proairesis; almost directly afterwards (4.24-6)69 he uses psyches 
proairesis and thelema psyches as synonyms; and later on, in a more 
detailed discussion of infinitives (7.20-3),70 he repeats the latter 
phrase as denoting something that cannot exist without persons. 
It should perhaps be noted here that Apollonius does use the term 
psyches proairesis, but in a wholly different way; in a discussion of 
verbs (such as thelo and boulomai) that take a complementary 
infinitive, he describes these verbs as denoting "a preference of the 
mind" rather than the actual performance of an action (324.1).71 
But this of course in no way justifies Choeroboscus in substituting 
psyches proairesis or thelema psyches72 for Apollonius' psychike 
diathesis as something parallel to prosopon that verbs possess73 and 
infinitives lack.74 

The same sort of gratuitous change appears in Choeroboscus' 
successor Sophronius, who perhaps produced a shortened edition of 
Choeroboscus. Sophronius (409.25-775 and 411.26-876) repeats 
Choeroboscus' apparently erroneous statement that the terim 
enklisis is used for "mood" only by the later grammarians; but he 

87 SLt&eatv UvXs XS XOvaiT, rovUreaL Trpocaxpeatv. 
68 oCIK tXovUaf 6L&aOeaLv 4vxis, rovrTErTL poalpeaov. 
69 KaX&s ouv rp60orKetraL r3 Irpoaorwpv oCarAvrLKa Tdr pJiyAara rO oTre Kca L uvXvjs 

7rpoatpeav iXovaLp, Tre y&p I.e [Xovat, OXerlfa L vXijs, olTre prpbawna EXOvatV. 
70 IlpoaorWrc wv 8i uPT* 6vrCR eLrKo oofb OX//A. a lvuxis 6v1vaTa,L etvaL TrIs y&p 6bvaraT 

elval OEXM7fa /vuxis &vev TrpooaTrv ; rd yap / Ir Bv wrs i XeL OeXrai'aL; ELKOTwO ov oTre 

OkXl7f/Aa 'vXils gXovao-r TOa 7rapckL<aTra. 
71 aObr pO6vov Trpoaipfetv uPvXjs opl,erat, eXXeTrovra rT Trpa'y/aTa. 
72 See notes 67, 68, 69, and 70. 
73 See note 33. 
74 See notes 33 and 39. 
7 'E^yXo'aeis Troivvv KaXOUatv oL vePrepoL ras TrS vvux?s 3ovXia'eft, ws aTar6 rpaylaTros 

els lrpayALa Trv ol OOvet KXLatv Tris 4IVXs Kal porhowv afl/atvoibaas. 
76 "Avwi elpiKapep, or.& yKXlae'ts KaXovao'v oL VeuTepoL ras TrS ,vUXis #ovXJaerLs, 7reiL6&) 

ot 7raXatol TreXYvKOl Trab-Tas Kal raTs &6a ro70 acuCTros rp&teLs &aoiBre&s 6iWov6/Aws kK&Xovv. 
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gives as an explanatory or alternative expression for enklisis not 
psychike (diathesis) as does Choeroboscus,77 but psyches boulgsis. 

Similarly Heliodorus, one of the scholiasts on Dionysius Thrax, 
injects psyches boulesis78 by way of exegesis for psyches diathesis, 
into what purports to be a citation of Apollonius (72.11-279 and 
28-980), just as Choeroboscus has inserted proairesis.81 There is 
certainly nothing in any extant portion of Apollonius that would 
justify the addition of boulesis (any more than proairesis) as an 
equivalent or explanation of diathesis. 

We find both thelema (and also thelesis) and boulesis (and also 
boulema) in a late writer who may be cited as the ultimate in mental- 
ism. This is the pseudo-Theodosius, probably in reality Theodorus 
Prodromus or Ptochoprodromus.82 According to Skrzeczka (3.7),83 
Theodorus, or, as he calls him, Theodosius, defines enklisis (139.20 
ff.)84 as "the expression of the will or purpose (boulema) of the mind"; 
and he, after the manner of Choeroboscus,85 recognizes four main 
boulemata tes psyches - the mind wants (bouletai) to make true or 
false statements, to order, to wish, etc.86 - obviously corresponding 
to the four enkliseis, or, as he calls them, bouleseis. Again (139.30 

77 See note 13. 
78 The variant reading kineseis, adopted by Bekker (An. 3.883.4), rather than 

bouleseis, adopted by Hilgard (72.12), seems much less likely. 
79 Already quoted in note 37, in connection with a portion of the text in which I 

was endeavoring to use Heliodorus to find out what Apollonius really said, not (as 
here) what he did not say. 

80 rT &7rap.CfA)aov 01 XoS fXOLt VXLtKV LaOea'tv, oi arl 4'VXjs IoUXnaLv. 
81 See notes 67 and 68. 
82 His writings were included by Goettling in his edition of Theodosius (cf. above, 

note 1), but later scholars have demonstrated the incorrectness of the attribution. 
See above all Uhlig's edition of Dionysius Thrax (GG Part 1) XXXVI-VII; also 
Hilgard's edition of the Scholia on Dionysius (GG Part 3) XLIII, and the Prolegomena 
to his edition of Theodosius' Canones (GG Part 4, Vol. 2) CXXVII. That this sup- 
posed Theodosius was a late and inferior writer had been recognized before the publica- 
tion of Goettling's edition by Bekker, who calls him "nec gravem admodum neque 
antiquum, Theodosium nescio quem" (Ap. 351), and suggests his real identity as 
Theodorus (An. 3.1137, note). 

83 I am unfortunately obliged to depend on Skrzeczka's quotations from, and 
references to, the Goettling edition (see notes 1 and 82), since it is not accessible to me. 

84 'IEYKXLnLS ,iev O{V orTL fBovUXlu.AaTos &Uvxis 9#flaas aLS' 6& 8f ovXiLara t7rs lvxOs 
Kef4)XaLowsio eiat reacrapa- 7 'yap a&XrOeCiev Kiat eOI eoOaL pobXe?raT 1 /vux?, KaL XyETrac 
avr7n ) poXo'riLS P PEaTLK Cs bpt' OUpvoa Tr tei6os Kai. &XtOeLav, i} 7rpoaoT&oraaev gobXerat, 77 
eVXerOac (KrX.). 

85 Cf. Choeroboscus 5.3-4, quoted in note 65. 
86 Skrzeczka unfortunately does not tell us how he designates the action corre- 

sponding to the subjunctive. 
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ff.)87 he tells us that the tongue does not simply prattle at random 
on its own initiative, but reveals and reports the wishes (thelemata) 
of the mind; and that the enklisis is so called because, as a result of 
its wish (thelesis) for anything, the mind "is inclined" (enklinetai 
as in Choeroboscus88) or "is turned" (trepetai) in a certain direction. 

This is perhaps an extreme case in the way of horrible examples. 
But when we turn from Greek to Latin, we find that even Priscian, 
who is closer in time to Apollonius than any of the Greek scholiasts 
quoted, and whose Latin grammar, as is well known, stems largely 
from Apollonius, sins at times in his adaptations of his master. 
His use of inclinationes animi as a definition for modi (421.17-8)89 
seems to be the result of a sort of contamination or telescoping of 
diatheseis psyches and enkliseis. In his statement (369.17)90 that 
verbs have person and number when they have mood, and again 
in his statement (422.9-10)91 that infinitives lack person, number, 
and mood, affectus animi for "mood"92 seems the same sort of 
misinterpretation of Apollonius' psychike diathesis as Choeroboscus' 
thelema psyches.93 But when he refers similarly to the lack of 
person and mood on the part of participles (552.18-20),94 he renders 
Apollonius' psychikai diatheseis excellently in his phrase absque 
discretione . . . modorum. Also his definition of the verb (369.1-2),95 
though somewhat inadequate in other ways, does justice to the 

87 O 'Lyap d7rXa s 7X yXTaaa et aivrjs Tr rraparvxbvra XaXeT, aXX& T rijrs v,vXis 
OeX7/lara bCL &a4wrtet Kai eta'yyeXXe. eiyKXras & ro TOrLOUTOV XeyErat, &b6rL 7rept KarTQ 
OeXvrarLv e'yKXiveraL 7Trot rpETrraLt r1 IvXr. 

88 See note 64. 
89 Modi sunt diversae inclinationes animi, varios eius affectus demonstrantes. 
90 Quoted above in note 10. This is evidently based on Apollonius' definition of a 

verb as we know it from Heliodorus 71.24-7 (quoted above, in note 34). 
91 nec numeros nec personas nec affectus animi certos habent. This is evidently 

based on Apollonius 44.9-10 (quoted above, in note 39). 
92 The English word mood, akin to German Mut, comes very close in meaning to 

the Latin affectus animi, which may furnish the reason why it is so widely used as an 
equivalent for Latin modus rather than the etymologically called-for mode. 

93 Choeroboscus 4.25 (quoted in note 69) and 7.22 (quoted in note 70). 
94 Participium est igitur pars orationis, quae pro verbo accipitur, ex quo et 

derivatur naturaliter, genus et casum habens ad similitudinem nominis et accidentia 
verbo absque discretione personarum et modorum. Priscian in his treatment of 
participles, at the outset of which he mentions Apollonius (548.6), is doubtless follow- 
ing the latter's treatise on participles, which we do not possess; but we may compare 
with the passage just cited Apollonius' statement in the Syntax (432.15-6, quoted in 
note 42) that the participle lacks pros6p6n merismos and psychikai diatheseis. 

9 Verbum est pars orationis cum temporibus et modis, sine casu, agendi vel 
patiendi significativum. 
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one attributed to Apollonius by Heliodorus96 insofar as tes psyches 
diatheseis (which Heliodorus himself goes on so unfortunately to 
explain as tes psyches bouleseis97) is represented simply by modis. 

That followers of Apollonius like Priscian, Choeroboscus, and 
Heliodorus should at times have misinterpreted or misrepresented 
him is not strange. Dionysius and, later, Apollonius were pioneers98 
who were creating a system of grammatical nomenclature; they 
had to take every-day words, usually of concrete meaning, and 
apply them in an abstract and technical sense;99 and if at times 
their metaphors were not understood, and their grammatical terms 
were given connotations that they were not supposed to possess, 
this is hardly surprising. But we of today should be more discern- 
ing, precisely because we are so much more remote and so 
much better-informed than were the early adaptors and com- 
mentators; and we should not interject fancy philosophical or 
psychological notions of mind or soul into the dry and objective 
statements of one whose style may have won him his cognomen of 
Dyscolus or "crabbed" precisely because it was so free from the 
extraneous ornamentation of any such metaphorical or meta- 
physical trappings. 

96 Heliodorus 71.24-7 (quoted in note 34; cf. note 90). 
97 Heliodorus 72.11-2 (quoted in note 37; cf. note 79). 
98 This is something of which we should not lose sight in evaluating Apollonius. 

It seems to me that no one who studies his writings can fail to be struck by the curious 
mixture of the subtle and the puerile which they present; but he deserves more credit 
for the subtle than blame for the puerile. It must be remembered, as I have just 
said, that he often had to act as a pioneer, blazing new trails; also that when he did 
follow a path already trod by his forerunners, they frequently proved faulty leaders 
who had left behind not helpful guide-posts but road-blocks which had to be cleared 
away, so that many of his discussions of points that seem to us too absurd to be worth 
treating are really necessary in order that he may refute the errors of his predecessors. 

99 A scholar of today creating a system of scientific terminology has Greek to 
borrow from (and he uses it directly, not translating it into his native vocabulary. as 
the Romans generally did); but the Greeks had no such advantage! 
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