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LITHUANIAN zinoti “TO KNOW”*
1. The root etymology of Lith. Zinéti, Latv. zindt, OPr. -sinnat “to know”
is perfectly clear (*gnehs- “recognize, know”).

Lithuanian Zinéti, Zino, Zindjo belongs to a small group of “semithematic”!
verbs characterized by a present in *-a(-) and a second stem in *-d- together
with bijoti, bijo “fear”, ieSkéti, iesko “search for”, sdugoti, sdugo “take care
of” and some other.” In Dauksa one finds 1 pl. Zinomé, 2 pl. Zinoté, perhaps
pointing to an originally mobile paradigm.

The Latvian facts are more interesting. Beside the normal paradigm zindt,
zina, zindja, fully agreeing with that of Lith. Zindti, the dialects attest the
unexpected plural forms 1 pl. zinim, 2 pl. zinit (beside regular zindm, zindt)’
in addition to a thematic present zinu, zin, zin, zinam, zinat.

In Old Prussian we have the compounds po-sinnat “bekennen”, er-sinnat
“erkennen”. The attested present forms (1/3 sg. -sinna, 1 pl. -sinnimai, 2 pl.
-sinnati) have been the subject of some controversy. The 1 pl. -sinnimai has
frequently been directly equated with dialectal Latv. 1 pl. zinim (in spite of
the 2 pl. -sinnati), but the parallel of the verb “to have”, 3 sg. imma, 1 pl.
immimai, 2 pl. immati (: Lith. imti, ima), seems to indicate that synchronically
-sinnat built a thematic present in Old Prussian (probably through shortening
of Proto-Baltic 3" person *#ina) and doesn’t counsel equating OPr. -sinnimai
with Latv. zinim.

Beside the stative verb meaning “to know” there is an inchoative Lith.
pa-zinti, pa-zjstu, Latv. pa-zit, pa-zistu “get to know”. Old Prussian -sinnat

* This article was written within the framework of the Project BALTLINGVA: Research
on Baltic Linguistic Heritage and its Dissemination through Information Technologies,
sponsored by the Lithuanian State Science and Studies Foundation.

"' T use this term only as a descriptive label.

? It is usual to separate these verbs from the slightly more common type of deverbative
duratives with lengthened root vowel and acute intonation like kliipoti, -0 “be on one’s
knees” (: klupti, kluriipa “kneel down”), etc. (e.g. LKG II 243; Otrebski 1965, 341).

> Cf. Endzelin (1922, 618; 1951, 801f.).
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corresponds in its usage to Lith. (-)pa-Zinti.* This fact may point to an
exclusively East Baltic origin of the inchoative, specially considering the
great productivity of sta-presents in Lithuanian and Latvian, but since sta-
presents are so sparsely attested in Old Prussian in any case a secondary loss
in this language cannot be absolutely excluded either.

2. There is every reason to take Lith. zinéti seriously as continuing an Indo-
European verbal formation. The traditional and still standard view derives
Lith. Zinéti from an Indo-European nasal present to be equated with Ved.
janati, YAv. 3 pl. paiti.zananti, OPers. adana,” Toch. A knanas,® Olr. ad-gnin,’
and perhaps (with very strong analogical remodeling) the Germanic preterito-
present Go. kann/kunnun.® The appeal of this equation is immediately clear:
it derives Zindti from a securely reconstructed Indo-European present stem.
But if we start from a canonical nasal present *gn-né-hs-ti / *gn-n-hs-énti Lith.
Zinoti poses at least two serious problems: the Baltic stem *Zina- (< *Zin-na-)
instead of the phonetically regular *Zino-, and the dialectal Latvian plural
forms 1 pl. zinim, 2 pl. zinit.

3. If taken at face value, Baltic *Zina- would point to *Zin-na- < *gn/h;}-néh,ti,
but, as already observed, this is hardly reconcilable with the current recon-
struction of Indo-European nasal presents.

[n older days of Indo-European studies a reconstruction like *gn fhs/-néh,-ti
was less problematic than it is now. The nasal present of a root like *gneh;-
could simply be taken to contain a suffix *-na-/*-na-, the more so because
the theoretical alternatives *-no-/*-na- and *-né-/*-na- seemed not to be

*Cf. Ma#¥iulis, PKEZ 1288, III 328, for correspondences of OPr. -sinnat with Lith.
(-)pa-zinti in Vilentas’ translation of the Enchiridion.

> See Mavyrhofer, EWAia I 601, with references, on Indo-Iranian *]'&néti instead of
the phonetically regular *janati.

® See Hackstein (1993), with references, for attestations of the Toch. A present
knana- and the general paradigm of this verb.

"See McCone (1991, 21f.) on the prehistory of Olr. -gnin.

® The assumption of a nasal present would explain the geminate -nn-. Under any
theory the singular must have been fully remade on the plural kunnun, but it is unclear
how the 3 pl. -un can be justified from *gn-n-hs-énti. Hardarson (1993, 80f.) assumes
influence of the nasal present *kunno-/*kunn- in the weak stem of the inherited perfect
*(ke-)kno-/*(ke-)kun-. He further derives ON knd “can” directly from the singular
*“(ke-)kno-, but ON knd is usually equated with the verbum purum OE cnawan, OHG
ir-knaen (< *kne-ja- “know, perceive”) and assumed to have been remodeled on the
preterito-present md “be able, can; may” (so e.g. Seebold 1970, 302f.).
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attested with certainty.” But it is now generally acknowledged that roots
ultimae laryngalis made their nasal presents in exactly the same way as roots
ending in a stop (type Ved. yundkti, jurijanti “join™ < *iu-né-g-ti, *jiu-n-g-énti,
from *ieug-), by infixing an ablauting nasal infix into the root in zero grade
(e.g. Ved. punati, pundnti “clean, purify” < *pu-né-H-ti, *pu-n-H-énti, from
*peuH-)."" Even within this perspective the reconstruction *gn[hs]-neh,-ti
apparently demanded by Lith. Zinoti was thought to provide support for Meillet’s
\fi“éw that nasal presents to roots ultimae laryngalis were originally restricted to
roots ending in °h,- (1925; 1937, 217). In conformity with this view, some
authors took the nasal present of *gnehs- to be a secondary creation, a dialectal
suffixal *-neh,-present of the type Ved. badhnati “binds” (built to the anit root
bandh- < *b'end"-), reflecting the post-Indo-European productivity of *-neh-
as an independent suffix." But even if Baltic and eventually Germanic were
not included in the set, the agreement of Indo-Iranian, Tocharian and Celtic
guaranties beyond reasonable doubt the prototypic character of the nasal present
of *gnehs-. The fact that in addition to *gn-né-hs-ti a ske/o-present *gnhs-ske/o-
is fairly well attested (Gk. yiyvdoxrw, OPers. x$nasa-, Lat. (g)nosca, Alb. njoh,
Arm. anac’em)’ represents no problem for the Indo-European character
of *gn-né-hs-ti, as it is quite common that two or more presents need be
reconstructed for a given Indo-European verbal root. In any case, further

?So e.g. Brugmann (1902/04, 511).

' This analysis goes back to de Saussure (1879, 239ff.). For our present purposes
it is irrelevant whether the nasal infix had ablaut *-ne-/*-n- from the very beginning
or was originally a non-ablauting *-n- infixed to a root with the same ablaut pattern
as that of the root aorist (thus implying that *iu-né-g-ti is secondary for earlier
**iéu-n-g-ti).

Uy e.g. Vendryes (1935/36), Stang (1942, 145; 1966, 323), Fraenkel (1950a, 87;
1950b, 258f.).

" No position need be taken here on the interpretation of Hitt. ganess-" “recognize,
find” as an s-present (desiderative) with “Narten” root ablaut, as advocated by Jasanoff
(1988; 2003, 133, 192), or as a sigmatic aorist to be equated with Ved. ajriasam, Toch.
A kiiasdst, as per LIV’ 168f. Most languages continuing a ske/o-present show an
unexpected root vocalism that at least in some cases can be explained as more or less
easily understandable analogical remodeling starting from a perfectly regular *gnhs-ske/
0- (see the various solutions offered by Klingenschmitt 1982, 68°7'°), but can also be
interpreted, with Jasanoff, loc. cit., as reflecting the influence of *gnéh;-s-/*gnéhs-s- in
the root vocalism of the more recent ske/o-present (*gnéhs-ske/o- > Alb. njoh, Arm. aor.
caneay, *gnéhs-ske/o- > Lat. (g)nésco).
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research has led to the general modern abandonment of Meillet’s view that
nasal presents to roots ultimae laryngalis were restricted to *-ne-h,-."

Accordingly, it is unavoidable to start from a regular *gn-né-hs-ti. Strunk’s
suggestion that *gn-né-h;-ti > *Zin(n)o- could give *Zina- directly (1967, 39)
is not compatible with our current understanding of Baltic historical
phonology. In most treatments the problem is not directly addressed or
a reconstruction *Zin-na- vel.sim. is given without further commentary,"
probably under the assumption that at some stage of its development *Zin-no-
was analogically attracted to the class of -na-h,-presents, as made explicit by
some authors.'® Given the lack of secure parallels, a general replacement of
presents in *-no-h;- and *-ne-h;- by those in *-na-h,- in pre-Baltic or Balto-
Slavic cannot in principle be excluded, but it cannot be better supported
either and there doesn’t seem to be any particularly evident motivation
favoring such a process. The putative replacement of *Zin-no- by *Zin-na- is
thus bound to remain uncomfortably ad hoc.

A different approach has been essayed by Bammesberger. Since syn-
chronically Zindti belongs to the type of bijoti, ieSkoti, sdugoti, etc., he assumes
a secondary transfer to this class. In (1988, 113) he takes the 2 sg. *Zino+ei >
zinai as the starting point, while in (1993, 87f.) he prefers to start from the
present participle *gnnhs-ont-/-nt- > *zZin(n)ant- at a time when the paradigm
was still characterized by an alternation *Zino-/*Zin- beside *bija-/*bij-. 1
doubt none of the forms adduced by Bammesberger could provide a suf-
ficient motivation for the transfer into the class of bijoti. In addition, notice
that the present participle is attested as zinis in Latvian dialects (see below).

4. As far as the second problem is concerned, the dialectal Latvian plural
forms 1 pl. zinim, 2 pl. zinit are lectio difficilior vis-a-vis the regularly formed
Latv. zinam, zindt, Lith. Zinome, zinote, and should in principle be embraced
under any theory on the origin of Zindti.

P Cf. for instance Cowgill (1965, 154-157), Strunk (1967, 56—59 and passim),
Oettinger (1979, 150-163), McCone (1991, 12-23).

" Cf. Stang (1966, 44, 471t.).

¥ E.g. Zinkevi&ius (1981, 94) [*gn-na-], Kortlandt (1985, 237; 1989, 104)
(Balto-Slavic *ZinaHmi, *ZinHmes)|.

" So Klingenschmitt (1982, 177*' [*Zina- for *-né- after zero grade *Zin- <
*gn-n-hs-or *Zina- < *gn-n-a;-]), Derksen (1996, 338), Babik (2004, 73ff. [apparently
assuming generalization of *-na-h;- over *-ne-h;-, *-no-h;- already in Indo-European,
which is patently false]).
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ULLASIVILIAL LLALIOLUL VUL LLITOT VOLL/D LU LLIIT CTLLLLITALULL ruuuct, usLicuct, LLILEL,
In Old Lithuanian rauddti, raumi “weep”, gieddti, giemi “chant” belong to the
most firmly established athematic presents. Endzelin (1928; 1938, 495;
1948, 182; 1951, 801) explained the plural i-forms of raiiddt and dziédat as
- abstracted from a 3 pl. *raud-int, *geid-int < *-nti, where -i- was reinterpreted
as part of the stem and extended as a union vowel to the other plural forms.
He further compared OPr. 1 pl. waidimai, 2 pl. waiditi (2 sg. waisei, inf. waist
“know”) and the irregular Slavic verb swpati, svpi- “sleep”.

A similar explanation could be offered for Latv. zinim, zinit. This step was
not favored by Endzelin himself, who stuck to the old comparison of Latv.

" E.g. Trautmann (1910, 280), Endzelin (1922, 618; 1938, 179; 1943, 111; 1948,
183; 1951, 801f.), Fraenkel (LEW 1311; 1950a, 95). This view is still accepted by
Toporov (1979, 86).

'* See the references given by Trautmannm, loc.cit., and Endzelin, loc.cit.

' So already Stang (1942, 145).

*Cf. Endzelin (1922, 718ff.; 1951, 929ff.).

*! See the facts assembled by Endzelin (1933). I remain skeptic of Schmid’s attempt
to diminish the validity of Latv. zinim, zinit (1963, 7), that he seems to consider a
specifically dialectal Latvian phenomenon (although no explanation is actually offered).
The range of forms involved points to the historical reality of the i-forms of radidat,
dziédat and zindt.
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