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THE CLASSICAL REVIEW.

THE ‘DATIVE’ OF THE POSSESSOR.

TaE pages of Homer abound in construc-
tions like Sewd 8¢ of dooe pdavBev (11. 1, 200),
just as Vergil is very fond of non unquam
gravis aere domum meht dextra redibat (Eel.
1, 35), and the like. These uses are gener-
ally explained as simply developments of
the dative case: they are given as a branch
of the Ethic dative (or dative of the person
interested), or as a branch of the dativus
commodi (or dative of the person benefited).
But it must be clear that the exact present
meaning of most of these uses is mnot
adequately conveyed by these abstract
expressions. The assumption that the
writer, in using this case rather than the
genitive of the possessor, intended to denote
either that the man was ¢nterested in, or
that he was benefited by, his eyes or his hand
or his mind or his words or his mother or
his horses, is surely untenable: the best
translations render them as simple posses-
sives, and such I believe to be not only
their exact present meaning in most instances,
but also their earliest known meaning in
such contexts: it would, I believe, be a
great relief to the conscientious translator
if he could safely regard the casesin such
contexts as simple possessives throughout
their known higtory.

In examining the instances one cannot
help noticing how many of them are
pronouns: and I shall try to show that, at
any rate in pronouns, the Indo-European case
in -t had, among other uses, a use as a stmple
possessive.

To begin with Sanskrit, we find the dative
casel used of the goal of motion, whether
that goal be place (this is not very common)
or an action: we also find it used of the
result ete. (cp. the Latin predicative dative,
to some extent), and with certain verbs like
to give, to pay reverence, to offer salutation,
to send, to give a message, etc., where we
sometimes use the preposition ‘to. But I
do not know of any instance where it is
used in a phrase at all corresponding to
Homer's doae 8¢ of (above).

On the other hand we do find that certain
pronouns have an enclitic form which is
sometimes genitive (possessive, elc.) and some-
times dative (vide the above uses). The forms
me and té would probably have been once
identical with o and 7o,

Now if we supposed that such forms as

1 By this I mean the dative which once probably
ended in -a7 (cp. dobv-a: dar-ei —> dar-i).

these (cp. o above, oo, Latin mi,? illi, ei, nulli,
etc.) had in early times not only a dative
use, but also a possessive use (which was
not derived from this dative use), we should
have a reasonable explanation of the
exigtence of forms like uoy, ooy, 7ot in

- Homer, and forms like mi, illi, i, nulli, etc.

in early Latin (e.g. Plautus and Terence),
with both genitive and dative uses. For the
existence of a single form of a pronoun with
two or more case-meanings, of which no
single one is likely to have given rise to the
other two, cp. e.g. the Sanskrit uses of the
enclitic ndu and v@m as genitive and dative
and accusative in the dual, and nas and vas
as the same cases in the plural. Cp. also
certain Homeric uses of the -¢bi- case as an
instrumental, locative, dative, ablative, and
genitive. (Monro, p. 148 foll.).

It seems far easier to suppose that such a
wide range of meanings was the result of a
still wider range of meanings being confined
to certain channels than that it was the
result of a single definite case-meaning.

‘What happened to these forms in later
language?

(i.) The pronouns were still used not only
as datives, but also as (chiefly possessive)
genitives ¢n poetry, where there is a
tendency to preserve old constructions (cp.
the survival in poetry of simple cases, with-
out prepositions, expressing the country in
or from which—a construction common in
early language).

(ii.) This use of pronouns which were
like ¢datives’ in form, and were not only
‘datives’ but also possessives in meaning,
sometimes led to a use of nouns which
were ‘datives’ in form, not only as
* datives’ but also as possessives in meaning.
It is held by many that certain nouns
derived their forms for the nominative
plural (e.g. ofxot viei) and genitive plural
(e.g. vicorum) from the pronouns. The use
of ‘dative’ forms of nouns with possessive
as well as ¢dative’ meanings is found in
Homeric uses like “Exropc fupds, and in
Vergilian datives like ardet apex capiti
(den. 10, 270), and in uses in Cicero’s
Letters like Curiont nostré tribéndtus con-
glaciat (ad Fam. 8, 6). Without attempting
to deny for a moment that many classical
uses not unlike this may have been derived
wholly or partly from the dative meanings,

% mi might have had a double origin, being also
descended from mihi (cp. nihil < nil).
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and without attempting to deny that the
classical dative in many such uses conveyed
a different shade of meaning from the clas-
sical genitive, I would only suggest here
that the possessive use would help to account
for certain instances of Ethic datives like
laudavit mihi fratrem.

(iii.) But as a rule such pronoun-forms
came to be regarded more and more as
datives, and the uses of pot etc. became
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more and more datival, more and more like
the uses of e.g. dvfpdme in their range.

As eovidence that Greek did sometimes
regard the forms like por mot merely as
possessives, etc., but even as actual geni-
tives, it will be sufficient here to mention
instances like wot...4v8pos Svomjvoro (Od. 11,
75), etc., and the regular Thessalian use of
-o. forms as genitives.

Evustace H. Miuss.

CONTESTED ETYMOLOGIES.

(Continued from p. 94.)

VIII.—SANSKRIT vigva ¢ ALL.

§ 1. A.Kuhn (K.Z. 2, 272) compared {oos
‘equal,’ deriving vfgva from w»i¢ ‘folk’:
‘vgva ist das ihnen zukommende, gemein-
same, daher im griechischen worte der
begriff der gleichheit und dhnlichkeit.’

Comparison with Lith. wvisas ‘all’ tan-
talizingly suggests itself. The phonetics, if
normal, would require *viszva, cf. aszvd : Sk.
dyva ¢ mare.’ ’

§ 2. There is no cogent proof however of
Aryan vifvo- in other languages. Meister
(K.Z. 31, 309) brings forward Firnifevos from
a tomb at Tanagra, and compares this with
the Doric name Bizmos and 8k. vigva. Who
knows but that Fiwmos is for *Fiukmos (cf.
al-méhos ¢ goat herd’ for aly-wdlos), and
ultimately akin to Sk. vig-pdts ‘lord of the
folk,” or is related with vipra ‘seer’ ( Jvip
‘tremble’)? I compare vipra-vakas (E.V.)
‘having the gifts of seers’ with Furmifevos
‘having seers as guests(!)’ In Latin ,/vip
appears as vib- in vibrare ¢ to make tremble.’
With Furwo- we can compare Vib-ius, the
name of a Roman gens.

§ 3. Looking at Sanskrit alone I would at-
tach »igya- directly to #i¢ in the sense of the
citation from Kuhn given above. I believe
however that vigva has suffered a popular
change from *vigva, cf. vigvaiie, ¢ nach beiden
(allen) seiten gewandt.’ Another effective
cause of change in orthography may have
been *ca-gvant- < *sm-gvant.

§ 4. Now if vigva is a special abnormality of
Indiranic (cf. Avest. vispo) for *visvo- then
we may compare Lith, wisas ‘all’ and its
Balto-Slavic cognates. In Greek (Cretic)
FioFov is apparently cognate from the stand-
point of phonetics. As to its signification

1 Unless this is a compound of vi+br- as I have
suggested in 4m. Jr. Phil. xiii. p. 481.

of ‘equal,’ this develops very naturally from
that of ¢to both sides’ (cf, Sk. visvadic-).

§5. As T have noted above Sk. vi-su is one
of the words out of which an Aryan »3- ¢ two’
has been inferred. Johanmnson (B.B. 14,
171) extends this stem to *evi on the basis
of Avest. avi- and Homeric &aos and éelkoor.
It is perfectly futile to regard Sk. v% as an
apocopated form for *a/vi, and compare
Avest. avi, which corresponds to Sk. abkl.
That this avi is used with the abl. in a
separative relation is no argument that it is
different from avi with the ace. in the
approximative relation, for wapd with the
gen, and with the acc. shows precisely the
same shift in signification. As to é-eikoot
and &wos, Curtius (Grdzg.5 p. 581) gives a
perfectly satisfactory explanation of the
incorrect assumption of ¢ by analogy before
almost any lost digamma. Schulze (X.Z. 29,
235) writes in this strain: ‘Die fille der
vokalprothese vor digamma wie éfixoot, Zedva
u. 8. f. in diese frage hineinzuziehen ist baare
willkiir, da wir keinerlei verniinftigen grund
haben, die moglichkeit eines solchen ¢é-
vorschlages zu leugnen.’ 2

2 The statistics of &oos in Homer yield an inter-
esting result. He uses fourteen times in the Iliad
as a verse ending doxida wdvroo’ éony, twice domida
...m. €., and once aowidi wdvroo’ é{opy. He further uses
vnds éions or daurds élons sixteen times ([liad and
Odyssey) as a verse-close, and Sairds utv éfons once
(1. 225) not at the end of a verse. There are seven-
teen other verse-closes of the nmom. or ace. plur. of
the same paradigms s»yts élon and 8als élon, nine in
the Odyssey and eight in the Jliad. We have at A
337 ¢pévas &vdov éloas. On a totally different foot-
ing is B 765 arapiAy éml virov &gas. There ismo -
valid reason why we should not write wdsroce Tony
for the first cases cited. In all the other cases dairds
Ftoys, say, could stand instead of éloys. Spondaic
verses form, it is known, about four per cent. of
Homer’s verses, There was a false division of
wdvreoe loyv to wdvres’ éiony which never spread
beyond the feminine &0y, in which Johannson invites
us to see a continuation of Aryan *evi!



