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The metaterm Dativus Sympatheticus,
(Lith. �suinteresuotas asmuo�, Eng. �da-
tive of affected person�, �dative of inte-
rested person�, �dative of  misfortune�,
�dative of lucky agent�, Russ. �çàèíòå-
ðåñîâàííîå ëèöî�) has been used in lin-
guistics for a long time. It can be traced
back to the works by Havers (1911) and
(Güldenstubbe (1925) at the beginning
of the century; later on it was used by
the Russian linguists Kreidlin, Rachilina
(Êðåéäëèí, Ðàõèëèíà 1983) and by the fa-
mous semanticist A. Wierzbicka (1979);
it was also tackled by the Lithuanian scho-
lar Elzbutas (Ýëüçáóòàñ 1967).
The concept of Dativus Sympatheticus

is most often expressed by a construc-
tion that consists of three components:
1) a Verb; 2) a Noun or Pronoun in the
Dative case; 3) a Noun or Pronoun in the
Accusative case. The Dative usually ex-
presses the �interested person�.
Lith. ...Ligoninëje prieð dvi savaites vie-

nam ligoniui nupjovë sveikà kojà.* (donelai-
tis)
...Two weeks ago a patient-DAT had a

healthy limb amputated.
Russ. Îí ïðîñòðåëèë ìíå ôóðàæêó. (Elz-

butas 1967)
He-NOM shot I-DAT cap.
Germ. Ihm starb die Mutter. (Wierz-

bicka 1979)
He-DAT died mother-NOM

In Lithuanian, the range of case with
the Dative is much broader than in other
languages (see: Ambrazas 1997: 508-509).
The dative can go with:
a) the accusative case:
Lith. numazgojo keleiviui kojas
washed traveller- DAT  legs- ACC
b) the locative case
Lith. man apkarto burnoje
I � DAT have a bitter taste in my mouth�

L O C
c) the nominative case
Lith. jam mirë þmona
His wife- NOM died on him- DAT
d) prepositional case
Lith. trenkë man per galvà
 (they) hit me-DAT on the head (prep.

+ ACC)
Some linguists (Kðåéäëèí, Ðàõèëèíà

1983) claim that the idea of �feeling inte-
rested, concerned� is so important that
it determines the choice of the construc-
tion. It is interesting to note in this re-
spect that in the Russian language there
are two constructions that are very often
considered to be synonymous, namely:
The construction mentioned above, i.e.

with the seme of �çàèíòåðåñîâàííîãî ëèöà»
and the other with Ó + N

ðîä.
 (U + N

 gen.
).

First of all, let us look at the examples
where these constructions are possible
and where they are not.
Russ. Îí âûðâàë ìíå çóá.

The Metaconcept
of the Interested Person

* The data studied for this paper came from a number of sources, and I am particularly grateful to
the staff working at the Centre of Computational Linguistics at Vytautas Magnus University, who
compiled the Corpus of the Lithuanian language and made it available on the Internet. A great
deal of the examples examined for this paper came from this corpus.
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He-NOM extracted I-DAT tooth-ACC
Russ. Îí âûðâàë ó ìåíÿ çóá.
He-NOM extracted U+I-GEN tooth-ACC
and
Russ. Îí ïðèøüåò êóêëå ãîëîâó.
He-NOM will fix the doll-DAT head-ACC
Russ. Êóêëå îòîðâàëè ãîëîâó.
The doll-DAT had its head-ACC torn

off
Russ. *Îí ïðèøüåò ó êóêëû ãîëîâó.
* He-NOM will sew U+ doll-GEN  head-

A C C
In my opinion, we can explain the usa-

ge of such sentences having in mind not
the seme of �interested person�, but pos-
session and space. According to O. N.
Seliverstova (Ñåëèâåðñòîâà 1990:147), the
construction with the preposition U +
N
GEN.
 carries the information that 1) the-

re is Y in the sphere of X�s possessivity
and 2) Y is a member of the set that X is
naturally supposed to have�. Consequ-
ently, it is reasonable to hypothesize that
the presupposition of the sentence Ó êóêëû
îòîðâàëè ãîëîâó �The doll had its head
torn off� implies that X has Y (X has a
head). If this presupposition is correct
then we cannot use this model when we
want to convey the information about
the action during which Y is inserted
into the sphere of X. In fact we cannot
say:
*Ìàñòåð ïðèøüåò ó íàøåé êóêëû ãîëîâó

�The tailor-NOM will sew U+ doll-GEN
head-ACC� and on the contrary when
that object belongs to some other space
it can be withdrawn from that space the-
refore the sentence: Îí îòîðâàë ó êóêëû
ãîëîâó �He has torn U+ doll-GEN head-
ACC� is possible.
When we have the case where both are

possible:

Russ. Îí âûðâàë ìíå çóá �He has ex-
tracted I-DAT tooth-ACC�
Russ. Îí âûðâàë ó ìåíÿ çóá �He has ex-

tracted U+ I-GEN tooth�:
the choice of the model is determined

by the seme of �interested person�. In
other words, it is used when the posses-
sor is in fact interested in having the
action performed.
Russ. ß ñåãîäíÿ ïîøëà ê âðà÷ó è îí âûðâàë

ìíå çóá, êîòîðûé ìåíÿ ìó÷èë äâå íåäåëè �I
went to the dentist today and he extrac-
ted the tooth which had been aching for
two weeks�.
Russ. Âû ïðåäñòàâëÿåòå îí âûðâàë ó ìåíÿ

çäîðîâûé çóá �Can you imagine � he has ex-
tracted U+I-GEN an absolutely healthy tooth!�
Here we cannot speak about a person

being interested in the action being per-
formed. The �seme of interest�, as it was
mentioned above, is not present in all
the cases where the dative is used.*

The concept of �interested person� is
used to convey a very important seman-
tic feature of the construction, with the
dative however, the term itself does not
seem to be very accurate and sufficient
to interpret the semantic information of
the above-mentioned construction. First,
the term �suinteresuotumas� is used on-
ly as a kind of label attached without
explaining what is behind it. If we take
the Lithuanian sentence Jis aukai nupjovë
galvà. �He cut off the head of the victim�
(donelaitis) or German Ihm starb die Mut-
ter (Wierzbicka 1979) the term of �interes-
ted person� does not suit since we can
hardly talk about the seme of �interest,
of being interested in the action to be
carried out � here.
Second, the statement that this const-

ruction cannot be used with inanimate

*The difference in the usage of the constructions proves again that language is systematic and very
economical. There is a correlation between the two constructions. The construction with the
preposition is used when we talk about withdrawing something from the space, territory of X, or
when we talk about the action taking place on that territory, while the construction with the
dative conveys the information that X becomes the owner of the result of the action performed.
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nouns is not accurate either. In Lithua-
nian, as well as in some other languages,
this construction can be used with inani-
mate nouns, e.g. Lith. Ðvarkui atiro ranko-
vë �A sleeve of the jacket got ripped off�;
Russ. Îí ïðèøèë êóêëå ãîëîâó;  Eng. The
mills had their windows shattered.
It seems that the term �affected� rat-

her than �interested person� would be
more appropriate when dealing with
constructions containing the dative case
since, on the one hand, �affected� is mo-
re neutral than �interested� and, on the
other, it clearly implies that the action
performed is directed towards the ob-
ject, expressed by the dative. If we com-
pare sentences with the dative and the
possessive genitive: Lith. Tëvas sutaisë man
dviratá �Father has fixed me my bicycle�;
Lith. Siuvëja man pataisë suknelæ �The dres-
smaker has mended me my dress� and
Lith. Tëvas sutaisë mano dviratá �Father has
fixed my bicycle�; Lith. Siuvëja persiuvo
mano suknelæ �The dressmaker has rema-
de my dress� we see that the sentences
with the dative convey the information
that the possessor becomes the owner
not only of the object, but also the action
performed upon it.
The sentence Ji persiuvo mano suknelæ �

She has remade my dress� may be un-
derstood that she did that not for me,
but for herself or somebody else, while
the sentence with the dative Ji persiuvo/
pataisë man suknelæ �She has remade/men-
ded me my dress� cannot be understood
as if she performed the action of sewing
for somebody else.
Speaking about the sentences with the

dative, A. Wierzbicka (1988:362) intro-
duced the term of the �Target Person�,
which E. Dàbrowska (1994:110) supple-
mented with the notion of �personal sphe-
re � the persons, objects, and locations
sufficiently closely associated with an
individual that changes in them are like-
ly to affect this individual as well. The

Target Person, then, is an individual who
is perceived as affected by a change, ac-
tivity or state in his or her personal sphe-
re.� The concept of Target Person sup-
plemented by the notion of personal sphe-
re is, in my understanding, very closely
related to the concept of Possession in
general. Before discussing the arguments
in favour of regarding the construction
with the dative of affected person as pos-
sessive, let us first have a look at the
concept of possession as it is understood
here.
Possession has always attracted the at-

tention of many scientists, philosophers,
psychologists, sociologists, and linguists.
Some philosophers maintain that Pos-
session is one of the modes of existence
and it influences our views and our ac-
tions. Thus, Fromm (Ôðîìì 1986) argues
that our orientation towards possession
determines human behaviour � man stri-
ves to make the world around him the
object of his possession, regarding the
world that surrounds him as his proper-
ty, his ownership. This undoubtedly finds
reflection in language.
In contemporary linguistic theory the-

re exist two tendencies in the interpreta-
tion of the notion of possession. On the
one hand, possession is understood as
ownership proper (Hawkins 1981) in ot-
her words, only sentences meaning �ha-
ving, being in possession of sth.� are con-
sidered possessive. Such a view, how-
ever, is not widely spread and the majo-
rity of scholars give a broader interpre-
tation of this category. It should also be
mentioned that some linguists give an
extremely broad interpretation and claim
that possession is a relationship betwe-
en two substances (Seiler 1983). Such an
interpretation, however, is too broad and
leads to the fact that the concept of pos-
session loses its specific character and
gets lost in the sea of various relations
that exist between two substances. E.g.



172 ÞODÞIO SEMANTIKA

in He is throwing the ball � we can speak
about the relationship between two sub-
stances, nevertheless, it is quite obvious
that there is no possessive relationship
here. True, there exists even broader in-
terpretation of possession where all the
relations between a feature and its ow-
ner/carrier, an action and its performer
are considered possessive Thus, Warren
(1984) claims that phrases like �profes-
sional ladies� are possessive as they can
be understood as �ladies having profes-
sions�. I, however, think that these ex-
pressions cannot be regarded as posses-
sive, because here we have a relation
between an object and its feature. I ad-
here to the opinion that not any relation
between the two substances can be re-
garded as possessive. The sphere of pos-
session can be understood as the sphere
of the influence of X, i.e. to say that a
subject (X) has an object (Y) is simply to
say that the object falls within the sphere
of influence, power (moral, physical, spi-
ritual) of the subject X or that it contains
at least an element of (part of X) that is
dependent on X, derivative from X ( cf.
Ñåëèâåðñòîâà 1990; Ãðèãàëþíåíå 1989;).
This concept is quite indefinite, but in-
definiteness is in the character, nature of
the phenomena described.  Possession
belongs to the kind of concepts that tend
to be described as being inherently va-
gue or fuzzy (Heine 1997). It is a concept
that is realised through a definite list of
variants. Possession is not a homogenous
concept, however, it is fairly united and
cohesive. It seems likely that when we
speak about possession, the owner is al-
ways at the centre of attention. The idea
is connected with the concept of assimi-
lation, with the idea of trying to assimi-
late the world that surrounds him to his
own schemata, to make his own.  That is
why we can say:
�My bus, my crow, my hill, my lake�, �my

world� or

�He owns the world � it�s always his
blackbird that�s singing, his spider that
has made a web in the corner� (Mur-
doch).
A distinction should be made between

the two types of possessive relations: cen-
tral and peripheral (cf. Ãðèãàëþíåíå 1989,
Heine 1997). In other words, there exist
relations like the whole-part relation, kins-
hip relations and others which are usu-
ally understood as possessive. Besides,
there are cases of occasional usage, i.e.
they get such an interpretation only oc-
casionally � in such cases we can speak
about the periphery of the possessive re-
lationship.
Summing up, it can be stated that pos-

session is the relation between two sub-
stances, things, however, not every rela-
tion between two substances but only
the relation where X has some power,
influence, control over Y, or is a part of
X. The peculiarity of the concept of pos-
session is that at the basis of it there is
no grammatical category, but a semantic
invariant, uniting all the elements of the
field. The centre is associated with the
most typical relations: the whole-part re-
lations, the relations of ownership, some
kinship relations. At the periphery there
are other relations which can be inter-
preted as possessive only under certain
definite circumstances (cf. Ãðèãàëþíåíå
1989).
Bearing in mind the concept of posses-

sion presented here, let us now discuss
the arguments in favour of claiming that
in the sentences under consideration can
be regarded as possessive.
First, there is a possibility of treating

the relation between the object and the
action performed upon it as possessive,
i.e. it is possible to establish a logical
connection that unites the main cases of
possession (possession proper) and pe-
ripheral ones. We can assume that a pe-
riod of existence of a subject X belongs
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to his sphere of possession i.e. this pe-
riod is  part of his life. This allows us to
treat this particular moment as belon-
ging to his sphere of possession. There-
fore, it is possible to bridge the gap bet-
ween the object and everything that is
going on with him. Of course, such a
potential opportunity should not neces-
sarily exist in language and find its ex-
pression in language and not every rela-
tion can be treated as possessive. On the
contrary, just because it is only a peri-
pheral relation, there should be some other
factors that enable us to interpret them
as possessive.
Firstly, the construction is used only

when the result of the action has an ef-
fect on X, s/he uses the result of the
action, the effect might be both positive
and negative.
Lith. Jis man iðmuðë dantá. (donelaitis)
�He broke me-DAT a tooth-ACC�.
Lith. Ðità skarà ji man numezgë. (donelai-

tis)
�She knitted this scarf-ACC for me-

DAT�.

Secondly, this construction is very of-
ten used when the action has a direct
impact on the object, or its part.
Lith. Jam nupjovë kojas (donelaitis)
�He-DAT had his legs amputated�.
Lith. Jis vienai moteriai lëkðte praskëlë galvà.

(donelaitis)
�He fractured a woman-DAT her skull�.
Thirdly, this construction is quite of-

ten used when the action has already
been completed and the result is repor-
ted. Although this condition is not man-
datory, the data studied in the donelaitis
corpus shows a clear statistical prefe-
rence for the verbs in this construction
to be used in one of the past tenses:
Lith. ... tvojo jai per veidà... �Hit she-

DAT on the face...�
... pakðtelëjo jai á skruostà... �kissed she-

Dat on the cheek...�
... kaþkas paplojo jam per petá ... �smb. pat-

ted he-DAT on the shoulder...� (donelaitis)
Thus, we can speak about the senten-

ces with the dative and the accusative as
possessive, although belonging to the pe-
riphery of the sphere of Possession.*

* The concept of possession cannot subsume all datives (all constructions with the dative case),
although it does apply to a wide range of constructions with datives. A much more detailed study
of the Lithuanian dative is needed to reveal the true nature of the dative case and shed more light
on the problem of whether all Lithuanian sentences with an accusative and a dative object are
instances of the same construction, or whether they should be treated as superficially similar
instances of different underlying structures�.
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Germ. � German

Lith. � Lithuanian

Russ. � Russian

Nom. � Nominative

ABBREVIATIONS

Dat. � Dative

Acc. � Accusative

D L K G � Dabartinës lietuviø kalbos þodynas.

Vilnius, 1973

Straipsnyje kalbama apie semantikoje daþnai var-
tojamà terminà �suinteresuotas asmuo�. Lingvis-
tinëje literatûroje jis sutinkamas ávairiais pavadi-
nimais: Eng. �dative of interested person�, �dati-
ve of affected person�, �dative of lucky agent�,
�dative of misfortune�, Russ.�zainteresovanoje li-
co�, Lat. �Dativus Sympatheticus�, etc. Ði sàvoka
daþnai reiðkiama konstrukcija, susidedanèia ið trijø
elementø: veiksmaþodþio, daiktavardþio arba ávar-
dþio naudininko linksniu bei daiktavardþio arba
ávardþio galininko linksniu. Straipsnyje teigiama,
jog kai kuriais atvejais �suinteresuotumo� sema
gali vaidinti svarbø vaidmená sakinio semantinë-
je struktûroje ir nulemti konstrukcijos pasirinki-
mà. Kita vertus, pats terminas nëra tikslus ir ne-
padeda atskleisti tikrosios konstrukcijø, turinèiø
�suinteresuotumo� semà, semantinës informaci-
jos. Todël straipsnyje pateikiama kitokia minëtø
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konstrukcijø interpretacija, teigiama, jog jas gali-
ma paaiðkinti remiantis posesyvumo koncepcija.
Lingvistinëje literatûroje egzistuoja dvi pagrindi-
nës posesyvumo interpretacijos: posesyvumas siau-
ràja ir plaèiàja prasme. Pirmuoju atveju posesy-
vumas suvokiamas tik kaip nuosavybës santykiø
iðraiðka, antruoju posesyvumas � tai plati nevie-
narûðë sàvoka. Posesyvumas suprantamas kaip
didþiulë erdvë, kurios centras susijæs su tipiniais
posesyviniais santykiais (dalies ir visumos, gimi-
nystës, nuosavybës ir t. t. ), o jos periferijoje yra
tokios struktûros, kurios ágauna posesyvinæ reikð-
mæ tik tam tikrais atvejais. Pastarajai grupei pri-
klauso ir straipsnyje nagrinëjama struktûra su nau-
dininko linksniu. Pateikiami argumentai, árodan-
tys tokiø konstrukcijø posesyviná pobûdá. Duo-
menys kalbinei analizei paimti ið VDU lietuviø
kalbos tekstyno.
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