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Ever since his death in 1944, (and even during the latter part of
his lifetime), Munidasa Kumaratunga! has been a highly contro-
versial figure in the Sinhalese literary world. However, Kumaratunga’s
most important achievement, his valuable contribution to Sinhalese
linguistic studies, has not so far been subjected to any serious,
detailed assessment. It is readily conceded even by Kumaratunga’s
most vehement critics, that he was one of the greatest classical
Sinhalese scholars of the 20th century;? but his eminence as a

great pioneer and revolutionary in the field of Sinhalese linguis-
tics has so far remained unrecognized,® perhaps for two reasons:
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1 Munidasa Kumaratunga was born on July 25, 1887 at Dikhena in the Matara

district. He entered the Training College for English teachers in Colombo in
1907, and, on passing out, was appointed Head Teacher of the Government
School, Kadugannawa, in 1909. In January 1917, he was promoted to the rank
of Inspector of Schools. Subsequently, he became Principal of the Training
Colleges at Nittambuwa (Sept. 1927) and at Balapitiya (1929). Kumaratunga
relinquished the latter post to become the editor of the Lak Mini Pahana, a
Sinhalese newspaper, and two literary journals, Subasa (Sinhalese) and The Helio
(English). He died on March 2, 1944, at the relatively early age of 57.
For a sketch of Kumaratunga’s life and a complete bibliography of his works
(comprising 118 items), see Kumaratuiiga Munidasa, Ed. Sitinamaluwe Sumana-
ratana, (Colombo: Peramuna Press, 1955) pp. 355-69.

2 c.f. & mced el By B.ue 8T and cut mnE §R¢n NOI0HR 0D

88 Bo gnw om Beg @end® B¢ H»D B88an guiwd.
(““Everyone should acknowledge without debate the fact that Munidasa
Kumaratunga should receive an important place among the Sinhalese scholars of
modern times’’).
— Dr. S. Paranavitana, Sitinamaluwe, op. cit,, p. 9.
By IIRn BRID C¥ma E-mE 9D 8DBAn mid sOBRTHB.
(‘‘Munidasa Kumaratunga the great scholar will live as long as the Sinhalese
language lasts’’).
— Dr. G. P. Malalasekera, Sarasavi Sandaresa, March 5, 1948.
M meesd B.ocers enc suvedas egddn® B.ane odDowr. ..
(‘“The greatest Sinhalese scholar to have been born among the Sinhalese in
modern times’).
-— Ananda Tissa de Alwis, Lank@, March, 1946.
3 ¢. f., however,
gzd 0P O QB WDITRw B amoncedl sdidwes? end E3us
@medsies’, B.ne Diimdems wuddTResA.
(‘““Above everything else, the name of Munidasa Kumaratunga will be remembered
by future generations in connection with Sinhalese grammar.”)
— ERditorial, Nuvara, 15 March, 1944.
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(1) the paucity of trained linguists and of up-to-date works on
modern linguistic theory and practice in Ceylon; and (2) the
‘puristic’ and ‘prescriptive’ aspects of some of Kumaratunga’s
writings on Sinhalese grammatical usage.

Consequently, at the present time in Ceylon, the most. widely
prevalent ‘‘image” of Munidasa Kumaratunga is that of a linguis-
tic dictator, a ‘purist’ who ignored the language of current usage
and tried to foist upon his contemporaries the outmoded Sinhalese
literary style of the 13th century, together with its now-obsolete
verb forms, syntactic patterns, the characteristic use of the sound
g [d], and the use of the suffix -&z3 [-ek] in the indefinite forms of
inanimate nouns.* Among a small minority of his followers, now
collectively referred to as the ‘Hela Havula’,®* on the other hand,
Kumaratunga is revered as a great critic, poet, commentator,
philosopher, polemicist and nationalist, and also as the final,
omniscient authority not only regarding problems of Sinhalese
grammar, but also on classical Sinhalese literature, ancient Sanskrit
literature, and even poetics.?

Kumaratunga’s contribution to Sinhalese grammatical studies is
embodied in three important works: Sidat Sangara Vivaranayae
(1935). Kriya Vivaranaya (1936), and Vyakarana Vivaranaya (1938).
The first of these is an elucidation-cum-critique of the Sidat
Sangara, the ‘standard’ grammar of Sinhalese* which had been
composed (in verse) around the 13th century.® As clearly indicated

1139 0> Divewr eOB3D 8iJey v Sulmitws? em® 506 Sudem g
Db w0 ¢ wmedDy ¢BOD DW0GER® Swmr nE VTOW D Bes &
Bumied cenions ORI w8 BD wn 0@ 8210 oF®da.

(““Owing to Kumaratunga’s intense desire to shape the contemporary language
in close accordance with ancient grammar without paying due regard to the
linguistic changes effected since the 13th century, his interest amounted to an
extremism which should be called an obsession or madness’).

— Editorial, Dinamina, 3 March, 1944.

8 The literary group termed ‘Hela Havula’ was formed in 1940. Vide Sitinamalu-
we Sumanaratana, op. cit., p. 363.

8 Ibid., pp. 68, 105, 158, 220, 285.
4 “The only standard Grammar of the Sinhalese’” — Lambrick, quoted by James

de Al;vi's‘, The Sidat Sargarawa, (Colombo: Ceylon Government Press 1852),
p. cclxiii.

8 For details regarding the authorship of the Sidat Sarigara, see J. de Alwis,
op. cit., p. 1 ff.; W. Geiger, A Grammar of the Sinhalese Language, (Colombo:
The Royal Asiatic Society, Ceylon Branch, 1938) pp. 6-7; W. F. Gunawardhana,
Siddhanta Pariksanaya, 1924) pp. 16-18; M. Kumaratunga, Sidat Sangara
Vivaranaya, (Colombo: Anula Press, 1935) 3-12; and R. Tennakoon, Sidat Sanga-

a. (Colombo: M. D. Gunasena and Co. Ltd., 1962) pp. ix-lix.
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by two chapters named Prosodial Magic (9989 g8wd chapter 11)
and Figures of Speech (G»6 &8ss, chapter 12) which had no
ostensible connection atall withdescriptive grammar, this treatise had
probably been intended as a manual of style and versification for
contemporary versifiers.? At the time when Kumaratunga wrote,
the Sidat Sangara had been elevated to such an eminent position?
that it was considered sacrilegious to criticise it,® in spite of the
efforts of Mudliyar W. F. Gunawardhana who had made a forth-
right critique of the first two chapters, concluding that he had
“found that... asa scientific manual, the book is really hopelesss™.*
The contemporary attitude towards the Sidat Sangara is clearly
indicated by Kumaratunga in his Preface:

‘Bed 00060 81dé @, OmmdHd emeans? B8 mdm clded o,
g BwE Dxmwmdens comen o8s7 ¢, 68 ¢ egex O evsis
29 @oiegd8 Mmedm’'8 wxm e @ Snm 8888, ‘8o wwvdd
widondnvs vy, Dvmds mEpeed o3 dde o’ o Onw
om0 D0d;mw eds Do wiBaer.

(“The Sidat Sangara is of long standing; it has been composed
by a venerable Buddhist monk; we learned our Sinhalese grammar
from this work; to point out even a single defect in it would
be a gross betrayal of a teacher’” this is what certain people believe.
Criticism may be distasteful to those who hold the opinion
that the Sidar Sangarz is omniscient and that it is the apotheosis
of grammar.) e

— Sidat S’ar’zgard Vivaranaya, Preface, p. 12.

In this contemporary literary set-up, Kumaratunga’s criticism
of the “dear national monument consecrated by traditions of six

1 ““At the end two other chapters are added by way of appendix, onme treating
on Prosodial Magic, and the other on Figures of Speech” — Gunawardhana,
op.cit., p. 27.

3 “The reader must now be convinced of the great place the Sidar Satigara
occupies in Sinhalese literature, that great hold it has on Sinhalese imagination
and the high position it holds in the world as the great grammar of the
Sinhalese language’ — Gunawardhana, op. cit., p. 8.

8 c.f “l am quite aware of the terrific storm this examination (i.e. of the Sidat
Satigar@) will raise, especially in the less informed ranks of the Sinhalese
literati. Those people have no sympathy with originality, and they have a
constitutional hatred of modern ideas if opposed to the teaching of our great
masters of old. They cannot conceive how any man of the present day can
know unything better than those masters...” — Ibid., p. 24.

1 W. F. Gunawardhana, op. cit,, Introduction.
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and a half centuries, and bound up with a large amount of sentiment
which has gathered round it during the last century and a half”’,?
was in itself an act of great courage.

Kumaratunga’s criticism of the grammatical dicta embodied in
the Sidat Sangaré is almost always made on sound formal grounds.
For example, in chapter 3, verse 18, the author of the Sidat Sangara
had classified the words @¢ (‘today’) and © ¢ (‘that day’) as inde-
clinables. Kumaratunga submits incontrovertible formal evidence as
to why the two words should not be included in this category:

Bwcowd ‘g¢’ oz 0068, g - qlsd - ¢0 wxnd 88x3 &
Oomend... ‘© &’ op Bowews 0d »O, OIS ¢ - e ¢ - @ ¢ ~
cosd & - Og @ wnie ¢ Hvw .

(“In Sinhalese, g¢ ‘today’ is a noun. It is inflected, in the
forms q¢ ‘today’, 253 ‘from today’, ¢@ ‘until today’ and so
on. If ®¢ ‘that day’ is an indeclinable, 93 ¢ ‘which date’, 8w ¢
‘the date of departure’, o ¢» ‘the date of arrival’, coz3 ¢ ‘the
date of birth’, ®g ¢ ‘the date of death’, etc. are also indec-
linables”’)

—Ibid. p. 190.

In the Sidat Sangara, ©®¢s (compounds) had been defined as ‘‘the
combination of sounds (?) with several different meanings to express
a single meaning’’ (chapter 5, verse 1). Kumaratunga questioned, on
quite logical and formal grounds, why, on the basis of this traditional
definition, oged 88ed is assumed to convey ‘several meanings’,
whereas & 88ed, which carries an identical meaning, is said to
convey a ‘single meaning’:

¢ ‘Jefodd BB wzm 292080 ¢, ‘0 83’ @y Jmdo w”’ wemed
06 el ¢? qud o eFed. ‘dYod B3’ wm »sI8 w® Qg
NSO Dews @D ¢, ‘08 83’ wm nsI8g 0ag § O 21800
ewd @23, ‘¥ 83 wm 538 «® g H Ombofoews @b g,
‘ded 88’ wm »3I8 ¢ 0ag § O 980FOews @D3.

(“Why is it said that ‘cged 83e® conveys several meanings
but ‘cs 838ed' conveys a single meaning? We are nonplussed.
Whatever plurality of meaning is contained in ‘oged 88’

— Ibid., p. 254.

* Ibid., p. 24.
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‘05 B8’ also expresses the same plurality of meaning. What-
ever singleness of meaning is contained in ‘C¥ 88e’, ‘Sgodt
8B8cd” also expresses the same singleness of meaning”).

— Ibid., p. 254

The above quotations sufficiently illustrate Kumaratunga’s attitude
towards grammatical definitions—his insistence upon a scientific,
logical rigour in the definition of grammatical terms and categories,
a kind of insistence that is characteristic of the post-Bloomfieldian
school of modern linguistic analysis. Also, like all modern structural
linguists, Kumaratunga insisted that the setting up of separate gramma-
tical categories could only be justified if such categorisation or classi-
fication was based on objectively demonstrable formal differences, and
only if such a procedure helped to further the elucidation of the struc-
tural pattern of the language under analysis. Thus, he asserted that the
sub-classification of Sinhalese words into two categories termed gz3050
and g16:¢> was superfluous, since such a division had no bearing what-
soever on the grammatical structure, both types of words showing
the same mode of inflection as well as usage:

33080 gl Wy €8 emew ¢ B¢ 8uded ¢y DBIWSERBED
NYO wi.  g3OE0 Hewst ewd @ Powst evd D6 8e03 Sens
ow @0 MO, 8¢ 0uled®d Jensews @O 1, ed ewes ¢ CO® YN
O wi. 0TI B s 0® Bm® ©; A5H.

(‘“The sub-division into the two categories g=308S and o5,
too, is unnecessary for the grammatical analysis contained in
the Sidat Sangard. 1If belonging to either of these subcategories
indicates a difference in inflection or in usage, this difference,

too, should certainly be studied. But since that is not the case,
this is mere dead weight™).
— Ibid., p. 127.

One of the guiding principles in all Kumaratunga’s work was
that each language possessed its own unique system of grammar,
which could be deduced only through analysis of actual usage (but,
unfortunately, for Kumaratunga, ‘actual usage’ meant not contempo-
rary usage, but classical Sinhalese usage). At numerous points in
his elucidation of the Sidat Sangara, he demonstrates, conclusively,

how the author of the traditional grammatical treatise was led to
make incorrect linguistic statements about Sinhalese because his
purpose had been to fit Sinhalese grammar into the grammatical

frameworks of Sanskrit and Pali:

‘00z Buw cwedoewsd i Swminvsin oo ©@dstd &0
Bocewd 0010038,  E8Bwnn (2¢dm B8an o) vcr TR
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88 credsiery & ¢ 98 06w E8Bwmsin v ewi® »®
ovd€ows emed, BBwed. wxn O0c o8 88w cdmnd ed...
wetdmman ©iwd geudows? Acr Bwe 88t Be® £330, yned ecd
D ¢P0 edeuns’ Be® RZO DB SBceDA.

(“The indeclinable e®=3 ‘as, like’ never occurs in combination
with a noun in case 1 (Nominative) in Sinhalese. It always
occurs with a noun in case 2 (Accusative). .. If the practice is
to use the noun in case 2, it is not an exception but the rule. ..
In Sanskrit and Pali the usage differs ...The setting up of
grammatical rules following the wusage in Sanskrit and Pali
blindly is like prescribing medicines for the daughter after
having diagnosed the ailments of the son”).

— Ibid. p. 101-2

After demonstrating, on formal grounds, that it was mnecessary
to stipulate a neuter gender for Sinhalese nouns, (the Sidat Sangar@
indicates the presence of mouns of two genders only, Masculine and
Feminine). Kumaratunga goes on to say:

R8s evB wmed . Oudwidw BEIe O Bt swd mdesied
O @gdr D168 DB, ewc DuDwIse gy o4 ezn Bfxw,
DO ieed B ¢ s®&s? Dsmdes gpew osTmd
® emnd® g8nwd ¢ vy o® ©v1wEE cwedd.

(“This shows, therefore, that the opinion of the author of the
Sidat Sangard regarding the use of gender in Sinhalese is com-
pletely erroneous. It indicates clearly how detrimental it can be
to attempt to enunciate grammatical rules in mere imitation of
statements found in the Bglavatara, without having considered
Sinhalese usage in sufficient detail’’).

— Ibid. p. 70.

This modern attitude towards linguistic structure is expressed not
only in the Sidat Sangaré Vivaranaya, but in all Kumaratunga’s works; it
is the over-all principle which, perhaps intuitively grasped, helped
Kumaratunga to liberate himself from bondage to Sanskrit and Pali
grammar and to seek for Sinhalese a type of grammatical analysis
that uniquely suited the language under description:

ge 88xs7 mg ¢gles & 98200 0@ ©IbIN ¥ HI® Swe O

210 N Bedd oxned, gn ©ImDD om O gey BEede o
o BRea.
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(“What we have to do is not to attempt to see how far (the
grammatical analysis) conforms to this language or that, but to
discover the system that best suits our own language”).

— Subasa, Vol. 1, No. 1, July 10, 1939.

Bewcwd Dxmdens 0o8e gfes Buc dudwide S0BedB, eoi-
W DH0d Ommdes YuiCcws? eud€ed®s’ emed.

(“It is by scrutinising Sinhalese usage that a grammar for
Sinhalese has to be supplied, not by scrutinising Sanskrit and
Pali grammars”).

— Sidat Sangara Vivaranaya, pp. 215-6.

Kumaratunga’s criticism of the Sidat Sahgaré was not merely
an attack on the 13th century grammatical treatise, but the express-
ion of a completely revolutionary attitude in contemporary lingui-
stics, for all the works of Sinhalese grammar up to Kumaratunga’s
time were mere paraphrases or slavish imitations of the Sidat Sangara
or works based on English grammar (e. 8. Pada Nitiya by Weragama
Punchibandara, 1888; A4 Comprehensive Grammar of the Sinhalese
Language by A. M. Gunasekera, 1891; Vyakarana Ma#ijariya by
H. Jayakody, 1900; Sinhalese Grammar by D. E. Johannes, 5th
Ed., 1916; Sabdanusasanaya by Simon de Silva, 1928; and Sinhala
Bhasava by Rev. Theodore G. Perera, 1932).

Even as a commentator, Kumaratunga stands head and shoul-
ders above earlier commentators of the Sidat Sangara, for his
was neither a word-by-word paraphrase of the original text, nor a
purely destructive enterprise. ln most cases where Kumaratunga
rejects a grammatical dictum in the traditional treatise, he him-
self suggests an alternative method of analysis, often more formal,
logical, or economical. Often, too, he clarifies and elucidates
obscure or vague statements in the Sidat Sangara. Nor does he
look upon the Sidat Sangara as being completely valueless (as
Mudliyar W. F. Gunawardana had done); in spite of all its in-
accuracies, he declares, the Sidat Sangari embodies valuable insights
into Sinhalese grammatical structure, which could be brought out
by a detailed, logical, and impartial scrutiny, similar to the one
he himself attempted:

DOcmewns? 8¢ wnd ocveed gfsBmndl ¢ ©if o, e
@ 53 o v Bar, e et 9 I ¢ viBcL. . . Bwcend
Be® dmmdem 38w ¢ gey o578 0827 gfer o A ed3.
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(*“By detailed criticism, the obscurities of the verses of the
Sidat Sangarz may be understood; by criticism also, its praise-
worthy features as well as its shortcomings may be known. ..
At relevant points, the inherent grammatical rules of Sinhalese,
too, can be gleaned from it”).

— Sidat Sangara Vivaranaya, p. 12.

In 1938, three years after the publication of the Sidar Sangara
Vivaratiaya, appeared A Grammar of the Sinhalese Language, by
Prof. Wilhelm Geiger, published by the Ceylon Branch of the
Royal Asiatic Society. It was a typical product of the type of
linguistic theory and practice in vogue at the time in Ceylon (and
abroad), designated ‘‘Historical Philology’’ or ‘‘Etymological Gra-
mar’’. The author of this grammar was then occupying the exalted
position of Chief Editor of the Dictionary of the Sinhalese Language,
taken in hand in 1935. At that time, philologists had not evolved
a technique for dealing with syntax historically or etymologically,
and the Grammar turned out to be, inevitably, not a synchronic
grammar in the modern sense of the word, but a work on the
evolution of Sinhalese morphology. The author himself was in fact
obliged to admit the omission of a section on syntax which he
rather lamely attributed to ‘insufficiency of space’:

“It will perhaps be regretted that I have omitted to treat
the Sinhalese syntax in this grammar. Butan exhaustive treat-
ment of the subject was not possible within the space available

for the present work. It cannot but be postponed for a
later occasion™.

— p. Xxiv.

Needless to say, the ‘later occasion’® never materialised, and the
syntax referred to never appeared in print. However, Kumaratunga
was perhaps alone at the time in understanding that diachronic
linguistic studies of the type represented by Geiger’s grammar,
however intrinsically interesting they may be, and however valuable
as ‘‘contributions to the storehouse of human knowledge’, could
never be adequate substitutes for what Sinhalese needed at the
time, that is, synchronic studies based on actual current linguistic
usage. Kumaratunga’s exhaustive criticism of Geiger’s work, in 13
parts, may be found in the pages of Subasa, the journal Kumaratunga
edited, from 24th July, 1939 to 5th February, 1940. Kumaratunga’s
critical attitude towards the method of Historical Philology currently

in vogue in ‘enlightened’ linguistic circles in Ceylon may be gauged
from the following statement:
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“Whatever they (i. e. Geiger and the followers of his school
of Historical Philology) say is prefaced by a scholarly digres-
sion on the most modern Science of Comparative Philology.
Is not this Science that does not help one to compose a Sin-
halese sentence correctly, as valuable as somebody’s science of
modern cookery that does not teach one to cook a little rice?”’

— Subasa, Vol. 1, No. 4, 8th January, 1940.

Not only did Kumaratunga show that philological studies (as
represented by Geiger’s Grammar) could never take the place of
descriptive grammar; he also demonstrated—with a single devastating
example—the dangers of attempting to trace the origin of Sinhalese
words to their cognate forms in the ‘parent’ languages, Sanskrit and
Pali. Geiger’s efforts were directed towards tracing the etymology
of every Sinhalese word to its Sanskrit, Pali, or Prakrit origin,*
but Kumaratunga contended that Sinhalese, like any other language,
possessed a certain stock (large or small) of words of purely
native origin. Geiger’s derivation of the Sinhalese @3 (‘leopard’)
(Geiger, Grammar, p. 42) provided Kumaratunga with the necessary
ammunition to ridicule the entire method of Comparative Philology:

“The word ©23 must somehow or other be derived from
Sanskrit, Pali or Prakrit. The Professor fingered the great
lexicons of Sanskrit, Pali and Prakrit. In none of them did
he find for the leopard a name beginning with z. The
Professor was bewildered. Can such a thing happen? e
must somehow or other be derived from one of those great
languages. The Professor began again to explore the lexicon,
this time to find a name with » and © in it, not for the
leopard itself but for any kind of wild beast. His attempt
was crowned with great success. ... His face beamed with real
joy... What made him so elated? It was the Sanskrit noun
@802 [kroftr] which means, not exactly a leopard, but another
wild beast—a jackal. The leopard is a wild beast. The jackal is
also a wild beast. Itis true that there is no Sanskrit word that
has the semblance of @3 and that means exactly a leopard.
But there is ©%980a, meaning a jackal. ez»3, a name of one
wild beast - a leopard, must equally be applicable to another wild

1 cf. “Prof. Geiger is out to prove somehow or other that the Sinhalese language has
been draining all along from the two great reservoirs of Pali and Sanskrit through
a Prakritic filter. Therefore whatever he does is aimed at the accomplishment
of this mission . .."” Subasa, Vol,1, No. 13, December 25, 1939.
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beast - a jackal .. Oh! The stupid Sinhalese!... If not for me will
they ever happen to possess such a beautiful etymology for
their wretched word @=»13?... Whatever it be, now, it is an
established fact that the Sinhalese leopard is a direct descendant
of the Sanskrit jackal”.

Subasa, Vol. 1, No. 14, 8th January, 1940.

However, Kumaratunga was not content with the demolition of
the theory of comparative philology* and the ‘omniscient’ Sidar
Sangara hallowed by the passage of 800 years; he was, in his
Sidat Sangara Vivaranaya and the criticism of Geiger’s Grammar
in Subasa merely preparing the ground for an adequate, complete,
grammatical analysis of the Sinhalese language. Although hampered
by the lack of formal linguistic training, Kumaratunga set out, in
his own way, to provide for Sinhalese its own structural grammar,
unencumbered by etymological statements and by the grammatical
dicta of Sanskrit, Pali or Prakrit.

From the above discussion, it is clear that a formalist kind
of approach towards linguistic analysis, though nowhere explicitly
stated or fully integrated in the form of a ‘linguistic theory’,
begins to emerge in Kumaratunga’s early work, i. e. in his criti-
cisms of Geiger’s Grammar and of the Sidat Saiigara. Kumaratunga’s
insistence upon clear, mutually <xclusive definitions of linguistic
terms and classes, his acceptance of formal criteria in the setting
up of grammatical categories, his view that etymological or philo-
logical studies could never serve the purpose of synchronic and
teaching grammars, and the principle that the structure of each
language has its own unique features which would be obscured if
any attempt was made to fit it to the grammatical frameworks
of other languages, clearly indicate the beginnings of a formalist-struc-
turalist approach towards linguistic analysis.  Although there is no evi-
dence that Kumaratunga had access to the works of contemporary Eu-
ropean linguists, his major concepts bear a surprisingly close relation-
ship to the linguistic theories and principles developed in the west by
such pioneers in the field of linguistics as Ferdinand de Saussure,
Edward Sapir and Leonard Bloomfield.

It remains to be examined to what extent an integrated lin-
guistic theory was formulated and applied in Kumaratunga’s last two

1 “This is a strange land. Any nonsense will be a perfect science here if it is
presented in words interspersed with a few high-sounding names such as philology,
phonology, merphology, etc.” — Subasa, Vol, 1, No. 16, February 5, 1940.
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works on Sinhalese linguistics, Kriya Vivaranaya (1936) and Vyakarana
Vivaranaya (1938).

The preliminary definition of Hwas (‘verd’) in Kriya Vivaranaya
is not based on formal, but notional grounds:

TS0 e¢med ‘B’ »8sF 08 @ oy CLed.
(*‘That which conveys the notion of a root is defined as verb’’)
Kriya Vivaranaya, p. 1.

However, this was clearly an advance on the negative, in fact
meaningless ‘definition’ provided in the Sidat Sangara (“That which
is neither substance nor quality, but in association with a subs-
tance, develops out of root, assisted by the six cases, is verb’’-
1,23). Kumaratunga’s subsequent classification and analysis of
Sinhalese verbal roots is made on a purely formal basis. Each of
the six conjugational classes he sets up has its own mutually exclusive
set of inflectional suffixes. The categories of Number, Person,
Tense, Voice and Karaka are set up,! and their formal character-
istics indicated. [Each conjugational class is then taken up in turn,
and is provided with a list of inflectional suffixes with which each
root in the class may combine.? Changes consequent upon the
combination of roots with inflectional suffixes are set out, as far
as possible, in the form of (what a modern structural linguist
would call) morphophonemic rules. Exceptional forms are setforth
in a special subsection termed Bens JCis edme. One or more
roots typical of each class are declined in full, and further exam-
ples of the membership of each class listed at the end of each
section. The derivation of nominal forms from verbal roots,® and
the morphology of non-finite verb-forms,* too, are dealt with in
considerable detail. The last section of the book, @y @dw, is
a lexicon of nearly 800 Sinhalese verb stems, alphabetically arranged.®
Every stem in the lexicon is assigned to one of the six declensional
classes, its lexical meaning given, and all the morphological forms
it may assume in the various grammatical categories (together with
.any allomorphic alternants it may assume in usage) set out, in sche-
matic form. Thus, in spite of certain shortcomings - especially the
notional criteria employed in the preliminary definition - Kumaratunga’s

1 Kriya Vivaranaya, (Colombo: Anula Press, 2nd ed., 1956) pp. 2-8.
2 Ibid,, p. 12.

3 1bid., pp. 60-85.

* Ibid., pp. 85-106.

8 Ibid., pp. 107-256.
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Kriya Vivaranaya sets up a model for comprehensive linguistic
analysis, at least for one part-without doubt, the most important
part-of Sinhalese grammatical structure. This work is, in fact,
a valuable morphological study of the Sinhalese verb, embracing
not only all aspects of morphological form, but also morphophon-
emic changes, certain aspects of syntax, and the lexicon.

However, a perusal of the stems listed in the Iexicon (e. g.
cedde, gbed, mwd, BEIW, dvd, I8H, e®iw, o1yd, cgd, OENS
and the examples cited from classical Sinhalese literary texts* (e. g.
83¢¢ 1y €SS ©vi1—BBoews wwwemzs! 8; 8 88 ¢ e Hd v’
OBewdB endicws’ @Y indicates that for the most part, Kumara-
tunga utilised as his corpus the literary language employed by
Sinhalese classical writers before and up to about the 14th century
(and, of course, used by Kumaratunga himself and his followers),
and not the language used by his contemporaries, a fact which
detracts considerably from the usefulness of Kriyz Vivararaya as a
grammatical study relevant to present needs.

Kumaratunga’s most ambitious work, a work of such wide scope
that it has not been surpassed nor even attempted up to the pre-
sent day, was his Vyakarara Vivaranaya, a grammar of Sinhalese, -
published in 1938. The Preface to this work indicates, once again,
that a.though the author had had no formal grounding in
modern linguistic theory and techniques, he had: intuitively grasped
many of the main principles set out and affirmed in post-Bloom-
fieldian structural linguistics. For example, Kumaratunga affirms that
actual usage should provide the corpus from which linguistic rules
ought to be deduced:

eCineud gm ¢cwd gmn sy cedRs of Sar o8 or.
8 Dmmdme a8 BEOE ot v»iB . 8B.-»C ©I12ed OxIDIHRE
enl BBe088 wiciBul gt & Oy emed. Bmmiae »H®
vz AR, o S wized drimdes & & $9:12160 DdwIcewnsT
EHdes »om ced.

(““There may exist many other very great languages in the world.
Their grammar may be admirably pure. But none of these
should be considered in revealing the grammatical structure of
the Sinhalese language. Grammar is linguistic usage. The

* For other illustrations drawn from classical Sinhalese texts, see pp. 50, 90, 101,
162, and 104.
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grammar of each language is determined by the usage of that
particular language’’).

— Vyakarana Vivaranaya, Preface, iii.

Here, Kumaratunga upholds one of the cardinal principles of modern
linguistics—that each language has its own unique system of grammar,
which can be deduced only by collating, analysing, classifying and
reducing to general rules the actual usage of its native speakers
(or writers), without being influenced by the grammatical rules of
other languages, however ‘perfect’ the latter may appear to be.
Indeed, Kumaratunga contended that grammar could be learned only
from actual practice, and that a grammar was the product of a
person who had made an extensive study of the usage of the
language under consideration:

yowedo %ews’ @ Dmmime 9oB® W yadn.
(“The best method of studying grammar is through practice’)

— Ibid. Preface, iii.

Omwoem gsicer mH®, wnc D gewvdows O »dsd SDn-
od BBHEDE.

(““A grammar is nothing but the considered opinion of one
who has carried out a thorough study of every linguistic usage™).

— Ibid. Preface, iii.

Consequently, for Kumaratunga, the primary task of the grammarian
was to provide a synopsis of actual linguistic usage:

Ox1mSan dws B8 me g¥erd »O OO ©BBwes BIBIED
DIDWIc DCI, e, esd, B, B8 emd; ¢FOOa.

(*“What the grammarian ought to do is to ascertain, collate,
review, assess, and summarise the usage of the language for
which he wishes to supply a grammar”). — Ibid. iii.

Kumaratunga attributed the incongruities and inaccuracies in the
Sinhalese grammatical treatises from the Sidat Safigara to his own
day to the atiempts of grammarians to fit the structure of Sinha-
lese into a Sanskrit or Pali mould. The inevitable result of this
process, he pointed out, was to obscure rather than to reveal the
inherent structure of the language:

eaiens BvE Dot midewd &E0©®IDD DMCMmB BSBLSTHO
g8 9130C OmWims e e odw. s oz SO
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283 ol OBImdenud. & S000 wlem ece ®™OHTHO 8wy
cuds? sTed Oriwdeme erendsl ¥ 8w »50s DgusimO
ooE 8or.... Boweewd «® BBecwxd ©d® »®, ¢ ems Ow
00 B0 ol 030 evd 280 N BERD »oeem em»Bwr.
Bwewed® ¢6i® § 38 qud Dy ¥ cod od u1Hes.

(‘““‘Most Sinhalese grammartans adopted the grammars of other
languages as a criterion in trying to supply a grammar for their
mother tongue. The measure they accepted was the grammar
of Sanskrit or Pali. Since they tried to approximate as closely
as possible to Sanskrit or Pali grammar, their grammatical
treatises tended to obscure the intrinsic structure of Sinhalese
to a very great extent... Where a certain grammatical feature
exists in Sinhalese usage, the fact that it was present or absent
in other great languages was no cause for perturbation to us.
The usages exclusive to Sinhalese appeared to be the most
valuable to us’’).

— Ibid. iv.

Kumaratunga also upheld the view that statements about the history
of the Sinhalese race, etymology, comparative philology, the his-
torical development of the language, metrics, and ““figures of speech’
should have no place in a descriptive grammar (to him, as to most
modern linguists, synchronic, descriptive grammars were primary,
and of the greatest practical value):

“HBed eBwinw end 912160 98It ens DBIMImInen omed.
& B8aeg W ovletxces’ G Dawmdes ¢sidexm Bmc B3O
QuoIVEBA. . .. GCWITW ¢ B5I¢es ¢ OMWImawst NSS § @iy 3.
(*“The history of the race or of the language is not a gramma-
tical feature. It is a crime to enlarge a grammatical treatise

by including long chapters on these subjects. . . Figures of Speech
and Metrics, too, are sciences extraneous to grammar’’).
— Ibid. vii.

Considered as a whole, it could hardly be asserted that the
expectations generated by the linguistic principles enunciated in the
Sidat Sahgara Vivaranaya and the Preface to Vyakarana Vivaranaya
are fulfilled by Kumaratunga’s Vyakarana Vivaranaya (1938). As
in Kriya Vivaranaya, this work reveals Kumaratunga’s considerable
labours of collation and analysis (as the author himself stated in
his Preface, the book was the result of over 27 years’ labour).
Lacking a formal linguistic training, Kumaratunga had, perforce,
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)

not only to invent his own grammatical terminology, but also to
devise a methodology for dealing with syntax; for, up to his time,
grammar had been considered to be synonymous with morphology,
and syntax had rarely or never been dealt with by Sinhalese
grammarians.

1t is in the Vydkarana Vivaranaya that we find, for the first
time in Sinhalese, systematic treatment of grammar under Phono-
logy, Morphophonemics, Morphology and Syntax. Kumaratunga
begins with the definition of language as a collection of sentences
— 9303 »® Dodx ©fpsesd, p.2. The analysis of Sinhalese
phonology in chapter 2 appears to be considerably indebted to the
one provided by Mudliyar W. F. Gunawardhana in Siddhanta Pariksanaya
(1924) (pp. 70-83); Kumaratunga’s analysis is much more detailed
than Gunawardhana’s, but it also contains several grave inaccuracies
—the result, once again, of the lack of an adequate phonetic
training. For instance, Kumaratunga makes such statements as,
that all Sinhalese vowels are voiceless, gs Bwdm £3wd »d® Bug
00 gewded, p. 17; that only voiced sounds may be aspirated,
gCs P owd P P Sw; Yo YhiEm e wdE oY
@d¢ sPeeB, p. 19; and that the nasals of Sinhalese are always
voiceless, Ovimden ©2E8 cFedsleos? € o of 3 @ o w2 qEEBn
@A’ o8 eceld. Soud Buedsiess »P geww ece (3. p- 18.

The chapter on Morphophonemics or junction features in Sin-
halese (chapter 3), is characteristic of Kumaratunga in its wealth of
detail and particular attention to exceptions, marks a considerable
improvement in comprehensiveness and analytic technique on
traditional grammar as embodied in the Sidar Sangara and its later
imitations.

It is in the field of syntax, however, that Kumaratunga made
his most important contribution to Sinhalese linguistics. In
phonology, morphology and morphophonemics, he was enlarging
upon the pioneering work of the ‘‘father of modern Sinhalese
linguistics’’, Mudliyar W. F. Gunawardhana. The latter, however, had
only dealt with the first two chapters of the Sidat Sangara, and
had not dealt at all with the syatax. Unlike Geiger and the
ardent followers of his method of Historical and Comparative Phi-
lology, Kumaratunga was the first to perceive that syntax lay at
the heart of grammar, and that therefore phonological, morpho-
logical and morphophonemic studies were important and necessary
only so far as they enabled the grammarian to describe the syntactic
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combinations into which words may enter, i. e. the typical syntactic
patterns of the language under analysis.

After a very detailed description of the formal characteristics
of the Sinhalese noun in chapters 6 and 7, Kumaratunga deals with
the syntax of the noun in chapter 8. This chapter deals with the
syntactical relations of the noun with verbs, indeclinables, and with
other nouns. Thus this chapter includes the analysis of subject+ predi-
cate sentence patterns, features of concord and agreement, and types
of adverbial, adjectival, and postpositional phrases. The three chapters
(6, 7 and 8), running into 126 pages, comprise a full-scale study of
the morphology and syntax of the noun in Sinhalese, similar to
the grammatical study of the Sinhalese verb in Kriya Vivaranaya.
Once again, the initial definitions are set up on notional grounds,
but the formal features of each category are subsequently dealt
together with adequate illustrations. Thus, in KriyiZ Vivararaya and
in chapters 6,7 and 8 of Vyakarana Vivaranaya, Munidasa Kumara-

tunga laid a solid foundation for a descriptive grammar of literary
Sinhalese.

Kamaratunga’s account of Bx» (Indeclinables) in Sinhalese?! is
also an original contribution to Sinhalese grammatical studies.
The definition of indeclinables in the Sidat Sangara— 8wd Bwn
con eznBlen v omed B »® —(““That which is produced in
association with, or without, a root is called indeclinable”—i, 39)
is too absurd to deserve any consideration or comment. By con-
trast, Kumaratunga’s definition is as formal as any modern linguist
would like it to be: 229® oevd @asn end eedsIond 8Baeg o
Hend (“All words other than nouns and verbs are termed indecli-
nables”, p. 282). The sub-division of indeclinables into g=mi&w Bon
and e2n8e Beon?® is based on differences in grammatical function.
The two sub-classes are further sub-divided® on the basis of several
types of criteria—notional, situational and syntactic.

Chapter 13, also an original contribution to Sinhalese grammar,
contains a characteristically detailed study of derivational affixes
in Sinhalese, and the morphophonemic changes consequent upon the
combination of roots with derivational affixes. The importance of
Kumaratunga’s analysis becomes evident when we bear in mind the

1 Vy@karana Vivaranaya, (Colombo: M. D. Gunasena & Co. Ltd., 2nd Ed., 3rd Imp.
1963) Chapter 12, pp. 288-308. '

2 Ibid., pp. 281-3.
8 Jbid, pp. 283-308.
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fact that in the Sidut Sangaré and in all other subsecquent gramma-
tical treatises. ceebo (prefixes) had been classified as ©¢ (free forms
or words). Kumaratunga, correctly, classed prefixes with suffixes,
not with words.?

Kumaraiunga’s chapters on sentence structurc in Sinhalese?
represent, perhaps, the weakest parts of the Vyakarana Vivaranaya.
Here, he was obviously influenced to a great extent by contem-
porary text-books on English grammar.® The eight types of sen-
tence elements he sets up for the analysis of sentence structure
(Subject, Extension of Subject, Predicate, Extension of Predicate,
Complement, Extension of Complement, Object, and Enlargement of
Object), the division of sentences into three types (Simple, Com-
plex and Compound), the classification of clauses and phrases, the
chapters on the combination of sentences and ‘““‘parsing’’, all resemble
similar analyses in English traditional grammar texts too closely to
indicate any originality. This type of analysis had been, morcover,
attempted in several earlier works on Sinhalese grammar (notably,
A. M. Gunasekera’s A4 Comprehensive Grammar of the Sinhalese
Language, 1891, and John Blok’s Sinhala Véakya Nitiya, 1903).

Considered as a comprehensive Sinhalese grammar, Kumaratunga’s
Vyakarana Vivaranaya cannot, of course, stand up to all the rigorous,
formal-structural requirements of modern linguistics. Most of the
definitions it sets up are based on notional criteria which modern
linguists would totally abjure; its analysis of Sinhalese phonology
contains many inaccuracies; and its chapters on Sinhalese sentence

1 201® GEDWIMSMmIBT Aveln ¢ ve Jonswn e uE®B. »BY B0y B8
gbCud exmeem 187, coubon 8¢ e 8B @y Beddd @03. @cd
el udyy ymid Buedm cuubows 93z vtees @D »Y, 0d 2wl BDyy ymB
BueCrmr gove ¢ vearn Huy gtdeotwr.

(‘‘Certain grammarians consider prefixes too, to be a class of words. Since
prefixes, standing alone, do not convey any meaning, it is unscientific to consider
them to be words. If a prefix, occurring in initial position as part of a com-~
pound root is considered a word, then a suffix occurring in final position in a
compound root, too, should be called a word'’—Vy@karana Vivararaya. pp-329-30.

8 Chapters 16, 17, and 18, pp. 375-412.

This has been conceded even by some of the chief disciples of Kumaratunga;
see, for example,
evg Aed Budz? @AW (D)3 Cwvmna) xewr e B2F wax¥d o c¢
Hwid »nD 9:H5880d ealed B88edeg 8:8. :
(“The system introduced by him for the analysis of Sinhalese sentence structure
is the system employed for the analysis of sentence structure in English")
_—Abiram Gamhewayo, in Sitinamaluwe Sumanaratana, op. cit., p 123.

“w
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structure and types of sentences are based quite clearly on
English grammatical structure. Just as the author of the Sidat
Sangara had tried to stretch Sinhalese structure on the Procrustean
bed of Sanskrit and Pali grammar, Kumaratunga tried, in the later
chapters of Vyakarana Vivaranaya, (consciously or otherwise), to fit
Sinhalese grammatical structure into an alien English framework.
However, the detailed chapters on the morphology and syntax of
the noun, the verb, the indeclinables, and derivation in the Vya-
karana Vivaranaya are sufficiently comprehensive and original to
represent a contribution of considerable importance to Sinhalese
linguistic studies.

Although a potential structural linguist, quite in advance of
his age, and passionately interested in his mother tongue and all
linguistic matters, Kumaratunga’s belief in the pristine glory and
“purity’’ of the classical Sinhalese literary language coloured his
theory of, and attitude towards, linguistic analysis. Thus, both his
Vyakarana Vivaranaya and Kriya Vivaranaya are based, at least for
the greater part, on the linguistic usages and practices of classical
Sinhalese writers from the 12th century up to about the 15th cen-
tury; the occasional concessions he makes to contemporary usage
are usually relegated to footnotes®. These two works cannot cven
be considered to be synchronic studies of classical Sinhalese, because
Kumaratunga includes examples from contemporary colloquial usage,
too, wherever such illustrations suit his particular purpose®. Strangely
enough, while thus accepting both classical Sinhalese literary usage
as well as contemporary colloquial usage, Kumaratunga presistently
refused to give primary place to the literary wusage of the vast
majority of his contemporaries. His obsession with certain (now
obsolete) features of classical literary Sinhalese? (e. g. the prescrip-
tive use of g and the use of the suffix -9« with inanimate nouns),

3 ¢f. note 3, p. 166.

2 See pp. 206, 207, 301, 302, 306, for examples from non-literary, purely colloquial
usage.

3 Kumaratunga’s ideal of literary style is implcit in the following statement from
an unsigned article titled ‘Contemporary Sinhalese’ in Swbasa, Vol. 1, No. 3,
August 7, 1939:

20ed; emwmd mowmped o EBeud Ozl DM (MwIDB). edwd gues;
Bowcw 8 Burler? 0dxn cud medy B eomed. Bwesd 8 83 § B.we
cRes £ 8.0cued 20dddex § EBwweewd odend nxt BoHE omid @esizNg
“g’ or’m gy ol eeem R o
(“‘The highest position is held by the literary style which is similar to the
language employed in the present article. This is called the best Sinhalese,
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his static view of language?, his haughty, dictatorial, uncompromis-
ing attitude towards his critics and opponents?®, and his intemperate
attacks on almost all his foremost fellow-writers, resulted in
Kumaratunga’s being cut off (except for a small group of his
ardent admirers who comprised the Hela Havula) from the mainstream
of contemporary literary activity., The inevitable result of this
isolation was that Kumaratunga’s substantial achievement in the field of
Sinhalese linguistics (like that of Mudliyar W. F. Gunawardhana be-
fore him) did not receive the importance and the appreciation it
rightfylly deserved. Nevertheless, it is sufficient testimony to
Kumaratunga’s greatness that even at the present time, with four
Universities providing facilities for linguistic training in Ceylon, an
adequate, comprehensive and complete grammar of the Sinhalese
language (spoken or wrilten) remains yet unwritten, more than 30
years after Munidasa Kumaratunga attempted the task for the first
time,

not for any other reason, but because it uses correctly, and in the appropriate
places, the sound *‘g¢’’, which is the distinctive mark of Sinhalese, a pride to
the Sinhalese, and which clarifies many ambiguous instances’’).

1 Kumaratunga believed that linguistic change was the result of the ‘corruption’
of the language at the hands of the ‘illiterate’ villagers, and that it had to
be resisted as far as possible; cf.

o® D8wed O om w» and Suxl s DI o weewIst gol crerdztes’
BAm® ©; ez’ dewS.
‘If we try to change the language of the learned in accordance with the
mode of speech of the villagers,the ultimate result will be nonsense’’—Subasa, Vol. 1,
No. 5, July 24, 1939; and “If such a form (i. e. B8&9) occurs, it must be amongst
those to whom Sinhalese is a language very loosely adopted’’—Ibid., Sept. 4, 1939.

% cof. ““You ask me to give my authorities. Well, let me frankly tell you that
Iam my authority. Nose-ropes are meant for the bull not for the man. If you
ask Einstein to quote his authorities the poor man will simply be nonplussed’’—The
Helio, Vol. 1, No, 1, August 29, 1941.
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