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THE SANSKRIT QUOTATIVE: A HISTORICAL AND COMPARATIVE STUDY"

Han3 Henrich Hock

In 1967, Kuiper proposed that the Sanskr i t quotat ive, marked
b y i t i , o v e s i t s o r i g i n t o D r a v i d i a n i n fl u e n c e . T h i s c l a i m i 6 n o w
general ly accepted as on argument for ear ly substratum influence
o f D rav id ian on Sansk r i t . Un fo r tuna te l y, a rgumen ts fo r t h i s hypo
thesis, as veil as the counterargument in Hock 1975. are based on
very cursory examinat ions of synchronic and diachronic evidence,
both in Sanskrit Cand other Indo-European languages) and in Dravi
d ian (and other re levant non- Indo-European languages) . This paper
at tempts to prov ide a fu l ler account o f the h is tory o f the Sans
k r i t quo ta t i ve , o f i t s poss ib le Indo-European an teceden ts , o f the
pa ra l l e l s i n t he ea r l i es t a t t es ted re levan t non - Indo -Eu ropean
languages (Sumerian, Accadian, Elamite), and of the evidence pro
vided by the non-Indo-European languages of South Asia (Dravidian,
Munda, Tibeto-Burman). For some of these, especial ly for much of
Dravid ian, for Munda, and for Tibeto-Burman, the avai lab le ev id
ence i s qu i t e l im i t ed , mak ing i t d i f ficu l t t o come to conc lus ions
abou t p reh i s to r i c s tages . Comb ined w i th the fac t t ha t a l l t he
other ancient Indo-European languages (Hi t t i te , Homeric Greek,
Lat in, and Avestan), as vei l as the ancient Near Eastern langua
g e s , n a v e q u o t a t i v a l f o r m a t i o n s , t h i s s i t u a t i o n m a k e s i t d i f fi c u l t
to mainta in Drav id ian influence for the s t ructure and development
o f the Sanskr i t quota t ive . Whi le th is conc lus ion may perhaps not
be accepted by ardent advocates of early Dravidian influence on
Sansk r i t , i t i s hoped t ha t t he l i ngu i s t i c obse rva t i ons on wh i ch i t
i s based , espec ia l l y t hose fo r Sansk r i t , v i l l be use fu l and i n te r
e s t i n g t o a l l l i n g u i s t s .

1 : Ever s ince Ku iper (1967) in t roduced the cons t ruc t ion in to the d iscus
s ion ,2 the Sanskr i t quota t ive has figured prominent ly in papers argu ing fo r
ear l y, p re -R ig -Ved ic influence o f Drav id ian on Sansk r i t . C f . e .g . Emeneau
I969 and 1971 (both repr in ted in Emeneau I98O, thus apparent ly 3t i l l reflect
ing his v iews), as wel l as Hamp 1976 (wi thout reference to Kuiper) . The only
dissenting voice seems to have been that of Hock 1975-

Unfor tunate ly, on ly three of these papers engage in any fu l ler d iscuss ions
of syntactic evidenced namely Kuiper 1967, Hock 1975. and Hamp 1976. Even
t h e s e , h o v e v e r, d o n o t o f f e r a s u f fi c i e n t l y d e t a i l e d s y n t a c t i c s t u d y o f t h e
Sanskr i t quo ta t i ve , o f i t s poss ib le Indo-European cogna tes , o r o f i t s poss ib le
non—Indo-European sources. True, Kuiper a t tempted to deta i l the d i f ferent con
t e x t s i n v h i c h t h e q u o t a t i v e p a r t i c l e i t i i s u s e d i n ( R i g - Ve d i c ) S a n s k r i t .
However, his.- discussion was geared toward making comparisons with Iranian,
Dravidian, and Munda, rather than toward providing a ful l account of the Sans
kr i t ev idence. Moreover, h is d iscuss ion o f Munda and espec ia l l y o f Drav id ian
is excess ive ly cursory. Hock 's d issent ing 1975 account o f the R ig -Ved ic ev id
ence and of re levant construct ions in outs ide Indo-European languages, as wel l
as o f non - Indo -Eu ropean ev idence , su f f e r s f r om s im i l a r de fec t s . F i na l l y,
















































