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Sanskrit generally employs either quotative marking by iti or Ø marking (especially in poetic texts when discourse ends at line break); see [1]. Rarer are constructions with preposed yad or yathā;
 and even rarer are “embracing” structures with preposed yad/yathā plus postposed iti; see [3]. Note that in Vedic texts the latter construction appears to be restricted to purpose functions, with the verb in the subjunctive [3a]. Simple reportative constructions of the type [3b] seem to be limited to Classical and post-Classical texts.

[1]
a.
nákir vaktā́ ná dād íti (RV 8.33.15 ) 

‘No one is about to say “He shall not give.”’

b.
tato ’ntarikṣago vācaṁ vyājahāra nalaṁ tadā |

hantavyo ’smi na te rājan kariṣyāmi tava priyam Ø ||

‘Then the bird made (this) speech to Nala, “You must not slay me, O king; I will do you a favor.”’

[2]

athaikadā dhīvarair āgatya tatroktaṁ yad atrāsmābhir … matsyakūrmādayo 

vyāpaditavyāḥ (Hitop. 2:1)

‘Then one day fishermen, having come there, said, “Here fish, tortoises, etc. … will be killed by us.”’

[3]
a.
tvaṣṭā́ tám asyā ā́ badhnād yáthā putráṁ janād íti (AV 6.81.3)

‘Tvaṣṭṛ shall bind that on her so that she may give birth to a son.’

b.
vaktavyaṁ yad iha mayā hatā priyeti (Mṛcch. 167:12; cited fr. Böthlingk/Roth)

‘It should be said (that) “Here the dear one has been slain by me.”’

This paper reports on a pilot study of quotative marking and related issues in Middle Indo-Aryan and slightly beyond. Focus will be on the controversial ki(ṁ)ti construction in Pali and Aśoka, and on problems concerning developments in late Middle and early Modern Indo-Aryan.

The situation in Pali, Ardhamagadhi, and Aśoka is similar to Sanskrit, except that Ø-marking is very common in Aśoka [4], and that structures with relatives with or without following (i)ti such as [5ab] are rare. Moreover, early Middle Indo-Aryan seems to be similar to Vedic, by restricting embracing constructions [5b] to purpose functions, with the verb in the optative. 

[4]
a.
vattavyaṁ pit(r)ā … idaṁ sādhu idaṁ kattavya(ṁ) maṁgalaṁ Ø (Aśoka G. 9)

‘It is to be said by the father … “This is good; this is auspicious to do.”’

b.
asti ca pi vuttaṁ sādhu dānam iti (ibid.)

‘It is also said, “Giving is good.”’

[5]
a.
… vedavio vayaṁti | jahā na hoi asuyāṇa logo Ø (Ardhamagadhi, Jain 1923:68)

‘Those knowing the Veda say, “There is no (future) world of the sonless.”’

b.
iyaṁ lipi likhitā hida ena nagalaviyohālakā sasvataṁ samayaṁ yūjjevū ti

(Aśoka Kalinga Dh. 1)

‘This inscription is written here so that the village magistrates apply themselves at all times.’

In addition, there is a construction with ki(ṁ)ti preceding direct discourse with or without following ti; see [6]. This construction has been claimed by Franke 1895, Hultzsch 1924, and Meenakshi 1986 to be a quotative marker, and the ancestor of Modern Hindi ki.

[6]
a.
tatta icchitaviye tupphehi kiṁti majjhaṁ paṭipādayemā ti (Aśoka Kalinga Dh. 1)


b.
tatta tupphehi icchitaviye kiṁti majjhaṁ paṭipātayema Ø (Aśoka Kalinga J. 1)

‘Therefore it is to be desired by you that you practice impartiality.’

Lit. ‘Therefore it is to be desired by you kiṁti “may we practice impartiality.”’

Or ‘Therefore it is to be desired by you. What? “May we practice impartiality.”’

Several considerations cast doubt on this hypothesis. One is that the construction with kiṁti appears to be limited to the Aśokan inscriptions
 and, as Meenakshi acknowledges, has no later descendants that would make it possible to historically connect kiṁti with Hindi ki. A second one is that Hindi ki beside Urdu kē makes derivation from Persian kĕ likely, with Hindi encoding the short ĕ of Persian as short ĭ and Urdu as long ē. See also the detailed geographical and chronological evidence and arguments in Marlow 1997. Moreover, the earliest attestations of ki/kē seem to come from texts by Muslim authors. This is most clearly the case in early Dakkhini, where we find examples such as [7], beginning with the early 15th century. In Avadhi, the first occurrence appears to be in the 18th-century Yusuf Zulekha (Saksena 1971: 408, 424, and see [15] below).

[7]

aisā bolte haiṁ ke harek ādmī ku tavajjo karne nahīṁ detā hai 

(Banda Nawaz (1388-1423 AD), cited from Arora 2004: 159)



‘They say thus, that “Every man is not permitted to be given kindness.”’

Most important is the fact that in all of its occurrences kiṁti can be interpreted literally as a rhetorical question “Why unquote?” or “What unquote?” There are ample parallels for such rhetorical devices in the Aśokan inscriptions, as well as in Pali and Ardhamagadhi, in Sanskrit technical prose such as Patañjali’s Mahābhāṣya, and even in Sanskrit dramas; see the citations in [8]. Note especially the second example in [8a] which, except for having kim without following iti, is entirely parallel to [6]. Example [9] presents a list of similar devices that are found in various texts, some of them not involving interrogatives; these, too, are commonly followed by direct discourse (with or without iti/ti). 

[8]
a.
na vaiva doṣaḥ | kiṁ kāraṇam | … nātrāpāyo vivakṣitaḥ | kiṁ tarhi | … 

(Patañjali ad P. 1.4.23, bhāṣya 7)

“Or (rather) this difficulty does not exist. Why? … “Moving away” is not here intended to be conveyed. What then? …”

nanu cānyad gargādibidādipāṭhe prayojanam uktam | kim | samudāyānāṁ sādhutvaṁ yathā syād iti | (Patañjali, Kielhorn 1:14:9-10)

‘Hasn’t another reason been cited for the reading of (the gaṇas) gargādi and bidādi? What? That there should be correctness (in the derivation) of the resulting forms.’

b.
kuta idam ucyata iti cet tvaṁ sādhubhir uddiṣṭaḥ … (Śakuntala 5: 29)

‘If (you ask) “Why is this said”, (the answer is) “You have been told by the sages …”’

c.
… kiṁkaraṇā ti vutte kilesavasenā ti āha (Jātaka 219 Introduction)

‘… “for what reason” being said, “because of the power of attachment” he said.’ = ‘If you ask “for what reason” — “it is because of the power of attachment”, he said.’

d.
dve ‘me … antā … na sevitabbā katame dve yo cāyam kāmesu … anuyogo … 

(Mahavagga 1:6:16)

‘These two goals should not be pursued. Which two? This propensity … to 

desires …’

e.
se kinassu jane anuppaṭipajjevā … kinassu kāni abhyuṁnāmayehaṁ 

dhaṁmava¡d¡dhiyā ti etaṁ devānaṁpiye piyadassi lājā hevaṁ āhā … 

(Aśoka Pillar 7)

‘“Now, how then can the people be made to agree … how then can I make some (things) progress through the growth of dharma?” On this issue king Devānāmpriya Priyadarśin spoke thus …’

[9]
a.
tad yathā ‘namely, viz.’ (Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit, Śakuntala, Patañjali)

taṁ jahā (Ardhamagadhi)


b.
kiṁ ca (uktam) ‘and what is also said’ etc. (introducing verses in fable literature)



and many similar devices

c.
seyyathā(pi), seyyath’ īdaṁ ‘namely, viz.’ (Pali)


seyathā (Aśoka, Pillar 5)

d.
kiṁ taṁ ‘why (is) that’ (Ardhamagadhi)

e.
imass atthassa ‘for this purpose’ (Aśoka)

The developments of cited-discourse marking in later Middle Indo-Aryan and into the early modern languages are more complex, with a great amount of variation between different texts. See the summary in Table I. The headers iti, yad/yathā, and yad/yathā … iti refer to the use of a post-posed quotative particle, preposed particle, and embracing construction respectively; entries for the individual languages give the forms specific to these languages. Parenthesized elements are rare. Italicized elements are based on verb forms. A key of references for the different languages is given in [10].
 




iti 


yad/yathā

yad/yathā … iti
Gandhari Dhp. (3rd c)

di


----------

----------

Khotan
(3rd/4th c)

ityartha


yathā


yathā … ityartha

Hala (6th c)


tti


(jaṁ)


----------

Jaina Prakrit (6th-c)

tti


(jahā)


----------

Jaina Prakrit (9th-c)

tti


jahā


jahā … tti

Sanatkum. (12th c)

tti/iya


(jahā)


----------

WApabhr. (8th-11th c)

bhaṇevi

----------

----------

“PNIAr.” (?)


kara, bhaṇ-, iu

jaha/jai


----------

OMarathi (10th c-)

m/bhaṇaunu

----------

----------

OGujarati (12th c-)

isi/isiuṁ/ima

jā/je/jaṁ

----------





bhaṇī
Old Dakkhini (13th c-)

kar (early 17th c)
kē (early 15th c)
----------

EApabhr. (11th-12th c)

----------

----------

----------

Old Avadhi (13th c-)

----------

ki, jo (18th c)

----------

Old Bhojpuri (15th c)

----------

----------

----------

Old Bengali (11th-12th c)
----------

----------

----------

Old Maithili (11th-12th c)
----------

----------

----------

Table 1 — Overt marking of cited discourse in later Middle Indo-Aryan and early Modern Indo-Aryan

[10]
Sources for post-Sanskrit/Pali linguistic data
Ardhamagadhi: Aldorf 1935

Aśokan inscriptions: Bloch 1950

Eastern Apabhraṁśa: Shahidulla 1923

Gandhari Dharmapada: Brough 1962

Hala: Weber 1881

Jaina Prakrit (6th c): Alsdorf 1935

Jaina Prakrit (9th c): Jacobi 1886

Khotan (Kharoṣṭhi): Burrow 1937

Old Avadhi: Rāmacaritamānasa and Saksena 1971

Old Bengali: Mukherji 1963, Shahidulla 1923 

Old Bhojpuri: Tiwari 1960

Old Dakkhini: Arora 2004

Old Gujarati: Tessitori 1914, 1915, Dave 1935

Old Maithili: Shahidulla 1923 

Old Marathi: Master 1964

Proto-New Indo-Aryan: Sen 1973

Sanatkumāracarita: Jacobi 1921

Western Apabhraṁśa: Singh 1980

Several general comments are necessary before proceeding to a more detailed discussion. First, the table only lists overt marking strategies for direct discourse. Unmarked direct discourse is quite common, especially in non-technical Ardhamagadhi texts, the Gandhari Dharmapada, the Khotanese Kharoṣṭhi texts, and in Apabhraṁśa. Second, the table excludes expressions with iti/tti, evam and/or a verb-form as a discourse linker comparable to Skt. ityuktvā, as in [11]. Third, Western Apabhraṁśa bhaṇevi appears to be more common after nouns and noun phrases and in causal constructions (see [12]) than after cited discourse. Finally, Old Gujarati bhaṇī appears to have been grammaticalized as a causal marker, as in [ki]syā-bhaṇī ‘why, wherefore’, comparable to Skt. kim-iti ‘saying what’ = ‘why’.

[11]
a.
evaṁ bhaṇiūṇa ‘thus speaking’ (Hala)

b.
tti bhaṇiūṇa ‘(thus) speaking’ (Jaina Prakrit, 6th c)

c.
eyaṁ bhaṇiuṁ ‘thus speaking’ (Jaina Prakrit, 9th c)

d.
ia ‘thus’ (1x, Caryā/Old Bengali/Old Maithili/Eastern Apabhraṁśa)

e.
iya bhaṇēviṇu ‘thus speaking’ (Sanatkumāracarita)

f.
asa kahi/kahi asa (Old Avadhi, Rāmacaritamānasa)

[12]
a.
mahi vallahu bhaṇevi jo thuvvai 

‘who is worshipped as the “beloved of the earth”’

b.
dūu bhaṇevi tuhu˜m cukkau 

‘You are released (by him) because “(you are) a messenger”.’

Several difficulties arise when trying to interpret the evidence presented in Table 1. One of these concerns the nature of the textual evidence. If we focus, as I believe we should, on original works (rather than translations from Sanskrit or Prakrit passages in the Sanskrit-dominant dramatic tradition), the number and variety of texts is quite limited; and there are considerable gaps. Thus, there is a heavy preponderance of texts from the more western areas, and there are no texts that would shed light on the more peripheral northwestern and northern varieties of Indo-Aryan. Moreover, for certain periods and certain geographical areas, the texts tend to be limited in genre. Thus, the eastern Apabhraṁśa and early Modern Indo-Aryan texts are essentially religious-devotional. This makes it difficult to be certain that certain generalizations suggested by the evidence have general validity or may be merely characteristic of religious-devotional genres. Finally, there are limitations to my ability to locate late Middle and early Modern Indo-Aryan texts; and the treatment of direct-discourse marking in grammars and handbooks for this period is spotty at best.

Nevertheless, some possible generalizations seem to emerge.

The most robust of these is that Skt. iti has been lost in all of Modern Indo-Aryan, with the exception of Sinhala, where it survives as yi (Turner 1962-66) in highly marked function.
 Moreover, as noted earlier, the widespread modern use of preposed ki/kē is most likely a relatively late innovation, influenced by Persian. (See also further below.)

There also appears to be a major difference between the western and eastern varieties of Apabhraṁśa and early Modern Indo-Aryan. On the western side, post-posed quotative marking seems to have survived, with verbs of speaking (mainly bhaṇ) or a particle comparable to Skt. evam replacing the old marker iti. On the eastern side, our data suggest that no such replacement took place. Instead we find a common pattern of the type [13], with the name of the composer ± a verb of speaking preceding, following, or inserted into the cited discourse.
[13]
a.
kahata kabīra sunō bhāi sādhō (Kabir a:6, “Old Bhojpuri”, Tiwari 1960)

‘Says Kabir, “Listen well, brother.”’

b.
dasō nāma kē hātha | sīvanarāena Ø tōharē | sadā rahō mai māth || 

(Guru Anyasa, Saksena 1971)

‘Shivanarayana [says] “May my forehead always be in your, the tenth name’s hand.”’ 

To some degree, this distribution mirrors very nicely the difference between quotative markign in western Marathi and Gujarati and no such marking in the eastern Hindi varieties. But there are also some lacunae and apparent anomalies. First, the presence of kar in early Dakkhini (see [14]) seems to be anomalous, given the absence of such a quotative marker in Modern Hindi-Urdu. It might be tempting to attribute the marker to the well-known influence of Telugu. However, in her recent comprehensive historical examination of Dakkhini, Arora (2004) rules out such an account and argues that it is only the later use of bol-ke which can be attributed to Telugu influence. Moreover, the use of karī, converb of kar, as quotative marker is attested in Tarimuki, an originally apparently northern Gujarati dialect spoken by tribals in the Belgaum area (Grierson 1908:458
) and in Garhwali (Grierson 1916: 307). Given other evidence for a relatively western origin of Dakkhini, it is therefore possible to view the construction with kar as a more northerly western feature.

[14]

Muhammad maiṁ Muhammad hūṁ kar kahe

(Wajahi (1636 AD), cited from Arora 2004: 159)

‘Muhammad said (that) “I am Muhammad.”’

More serious is the fact that postposed quotative markers derived from other verbs of speaking are also found in Nepali (bhanera) and Bengali/Assamese (bole). In the case of Nepali, the absence of appropriately early documents makes it impossible to determine whether this is a local innovation or whether it may in some way be connected with the use of bhan- in Western Apabhraṁśa and Marathi. In the case of Bengali, the absence of a quotative marker in Eastern Apabhraṁśa/Old Bengali, i.e., in the Caryās, causes even greater difficulties. Is the modern use of quotative bole a recent innovation, or could it be that the absence of such a marker in the Caryās is a peculiarity of the religious-devotional genre? Unless sufficiently early documents in other genres should be found, we may never be able to answer the question.

There is also the question of whether there is a relationship between the preposed late Middle Indo-Aryan type jahā etc. and the widespread later use of je or jo as an alternative to the ki-construction. While this might be possible for the western languages, the fact that the first clear evidence for jo — beside kē — comes from the 18th-century “Islamic” Avadhi Yusuf Zulekha (see [15]) suggests that at least in the eastern area, the use of je/jo is merely a calque of Persian ke (see also Marlow 1997). 

[15]
a.
dēkhā khōli naena cahũ ōrā | kahā ke āja bhaeu kasa bhōrā 



(Yusuf Zulekha, p. 333; cited from Saksena 1971)

‘She looked around herself, opening her eyes, (and) said (that) “Of what nature will be today?”'

b.
taba jibaraila kathā yaha lāē | āni aratha sabha bā̃ci sunāē ||

jō imāma kãha ummata mā̃rinha | yūsufa bandha kū̃pa mãha ḍārinha || 

(Ibid., p. 13)

‘Then Jibrail brought this story and having brought it told its entire meaning (that) “They killed the followers of the Imam (and) threw Yusuf in a blind well.”’

Interestingly, the embracing construction does not seem to have survived into Apabhraṁśa or Modern Indo-Aryan, or so it seems. Perhaps, however, the second quotative marker tti simply underwent the general process of clitic reduction and loss, and/or the construction underwent ellipsis, eliminating the synchronically redundant tti. In either case, only the ja-element would be preserved. 
Finally, it is remarkable that the most widespread postposed verbal quotative marker, based on bhan-, is anticipated by several centuries in linking structures of the type [11], with iti or evam plus a form of bhan-. This chronological layering would lend some support to Marlow’s (1997) suggestion that verb-based quotative markers are extensions or grammaticalizations of these linking constructions.
 In a recent paper (Hock 2005) I have instead presented a broader argument, not limited to Indo-Aryan, for an origin in “quotativals”, i.e., in a not fully grammaticalized use of verbs of speaking in oral discourse as a means of setting off cited discourse, as in (vernacular) English narratives of the type So I says […] I says; and she replies […] she says … As far as I can tell, the extant evidence is not sufficiently clear to permit a choice between these two accounts. 

In lieu of a conclusion, let me finish with a plea for more detailed study of later Middle Indo-Aryan, Apabhraṁśa, and early Modern Indo-Aryan texts. What would be especially interesting is an examination of non-literary, informal or technical texts. This might make it possible to decide whether the absence of any quotative marking in Apabhraṁśa and later texts from the eastern area is a general feature or merely a genre-based convention. 
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� These constructions need to be distinguished from indirect questions employing a form of ya-, such as pṛcchā́mi yátra bhúvanasya nā́bhiḥ (RV 1.164.3) ‘I ask where the navel of the world (is).’


� Franke and Meenakshi do not provide references to specific examples to support their claim that the construction is also found in Pali. 


� Some texts, such as the Caryās, are variously classified as Eastern Apabhraṁśa, Old Bengali, and Old Maithili.


� Compare Ardhamagadhi taha tti eyamaṭṭham pa¡disuṇei ‘she promised, saying “yes.”’ (Jain 1923), and the similar iccatthaṁ found in Ardhamagadhi technical-prose texts.


� James Gair, personal communication


� On the northern affiliation of Tarimuki see Grierson 1908: 453. Beside karī, Tarimuki also employs manīn, both as quotative marker (p. 458) and in grammaticalized form as causal (p. 457). It is not clear whether the latter use reflects the influence of the surrounding Marathi; the suffix, however, appears to be Gujarati.


� The Avadhi linking structure of the type [11f] evidently did not undergo this process.





