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ELECTORAL POLITICS IN SRI LANKA (1994-2004) 

Background to the Presidential Elections of 1999 

The first opportunity for the Sri Lankan public to comment on the performance of the 
People�s Alliance (PA)* government elected in 1994 and led by Chandrika 
Bandaranaike Kumaranatunga came with the Presidential Election of 1999. This was 
held one year ahead of the expiry term of the President, partly to pave the way for a 
Referendum on constitutional issues, but more importantly to obtain a vote of 
confidence from the people as a guide to the next Parliamentary General Election which 
was due sometime in 2000 (both the President and Parliament have a six year term). For 
this reason, it is warranted not to separate too sharply the Presidential Election of 1999 
and General Elections of 2000 and 2001 as the underlying issues of all three elections 
are fairly similar.  

The landmark 1994 Parliamentary Election, as previously argued (Jayasuriya 2000), 
was governed by four key issues: the ethnic conflict and prospects for peace; 
management of a liberalized new market economy introduced in 1977; removal of 
violations of human rights, and redressing the abuses of political power; and, 
ameliorating the falling living standards, especially the levels of poverty in the urban 
and rural sectors. While there were significant developments on each of these, the 
government�s best efforts were in restoring democratic institutions and practices, and 
efforts at installing a more transparent and accountable system of administration with a 
more open media than was the case with the previous regime.  

However, there remained many shortcomings such as election malpractices, mostly 
claims of vote rigging, abuse of executive authority and a notable failure to deal with 
bribery and corruption. On the economic front the Centre-Left PA government departed 
sharply from its political manifesto commitments in failing to implement any drastic 
economic reforms. Instead, the new government, despite its election commitment 
regarding anti privatization, embraced an open market oriented economy even more 
vigorously than the earlier era of Jayawardene-Premadasa. This was a significant move 
in that both Parties, especially the SLFP were committed to a broad set of neo-liberal 
economic policies introduced after the landmark 1977 General Election. 

In matters of social policy the PA government failed to live up to its political rhetoric of 
�structural adjustment with human face� (Jayasuriya 2001). There was little or no 
change in the matter of poverty alleviation or measures towards a greater measure of 
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distributive justice, all of which continued by and large in terms of residual welfarism 
based on �safety net� programs, with cosmetic changes to Janasaviya and/or Samurdhi 
of the earlier era. This was a far cry from the universal rights based welfarism of 
previous SLFP governments, nor was there any attempt to restructure the Sri Lanka 
welfare state (Jayasuriya 2001). The unequal distribution of the fruits of rapid growth 
stimulated by a war economy and an unbridled laissez faire capitalism was evident in 
�growing inequality� (Lakshman 1999) where �some got rich others managed to just get 
by and others got poorer (Moore 2000). What was most evident was the growth of what 
Amartya Sen refers as �capability poverty� (Sen 1999) due mainly to the near collapse 
of the public sector with the increased privatization of the social sector (health and 
education in particular). The percentage of GDP on �health and education continued to 
fall since 1994 on the spurious grounds that it was necessary� to increase the efficiency 
resource utilization� (IPS 1999). There was clearly no attempt �to design policies that 
are pro poor � [which require fundamental] changes [to] access to resources, improve 
the quality of those resources and enhance income earning capacities that can eradicate 
poverty� (Sanderatne 2001). Sri Lanka had shifted it seems from the �welfare� to 
�warfare� economy (Jayasuriya 2004, forthcoming). 

The most noteworthy achievement of the PA government was its peace efforts 
manifesting the deep personal and moral commitment of the President for peace and 
reconciliation with the Tamil people. As Uyangoda puts it, �this was perhaps the most 
distinctive feature of a new regime� (Uyangoda 2002). The government�s approach was 
in two phases. The first phase was a dovish optimistic period in which there was for the 
first time political engagement between the government and militant LTTE (Gunatilleke 
2001). This dialogue opened many possibilities and above all created a sense of great 
relief from the war weariness which had gripped the country, and steered the country to 
overwhelmingly cast a �peace vote� in favour of the Chandrika Bandaranaike 
Kumaranatunga government in 1994. This phase was short-lived for a variety of reasons 
(Gunatillake 2001), which included a strong sense of betrayal by the LTTE ending with 
the Third Elam war of 1995 for the liberation of Jaffna.  

In the post 1995 hawkish phase the PA government defended military action in Tamil 
areas as �a battle for peace waged only against the enemies of peace�, not the Tamil 
people. This strategy, drawing a wedge between the LTTE and the Tamil people, 
typifies the thinking of the period. Aspects of it are also reminiscent of the adaptation of 
Chairman Mao�s famous comment, �peace comes at the end of barrel of gun� campaign! 
With the LTTE suicide attacks such as in the centre of Colombo�(Central Bank in 
1996)�the Defence forces regained a dominant influence in the corridors of power (the 
strength of the armed forces in 1999 was over 100,000 compared to 12,000 in 1983); 
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and with the country again back on a war footing, the war economy also gathered its 
own momentum and provided a support for the hawkish elements in the government.  

The government, despite LTTE rejection of its devolution proposals in 1995, 
nevertheless persisted and sought to gain multi party consensus in Parliament for 
constitutional reform. The outcome of protracted discussions by a Select Committee of 
Parliament over a long period led to a Draft Constitutional Reform Bill. These proposals 
were vigorously debated in the country and led to bitter opposition from Sinhala 
nationalists groups and the Buddhist clergy. These anti devolution forces rejected the 
reform proposals on the grounds that they infringed on the integrity of a unitary state 
(see Sinhala Commission Interim Report 1997) and paved the way for a virtual Elam (a 
separate Tamil state) as demanded by the LTTE. But, at the Parliamentary level, there 
was a considerable measure of agreement between the two main Parties�the SLFP and 
the UNP�on the devolution proposals and there was a faint prospect of the successful 
passage of the Draft Constitutional Bill when presented in Parliament.  

While the country was engaged in this vigorous debate about the merits of the 
devolution proposals, the Provincial Council Elections of 1999 took place. These 
elections, especially in Wayamba (Northwestern Province), were marked by election 
violence of a very virulent nature and there were also claims of election vote rigging. 
The results of the Provincial Elections gave the PA a clean sweep in all 6 Provinces 
(Disssanayake 1999) and no doubt encouraged the President to call a Presidential 
election in November 1999, one year ahead of the six year term which commenced in 
1994 soon after the General Election.  

The Presidential Election, 1999 

The main thrust of the campaign waged by the incumbent President, Chandrika 
Kumaranatunga Bandaranaike, was to defend her official record, by listing the 
achievements of the government over the past 5 years. She drew pointed attention to her 
success in erasing the negative human rights record of the Premadasa era, and more 
importantly not just managing the open economy of which she had been a past critic, 
but also expanding it by extensive privatization of key sectors of the economy, and also 
the good economic management, trade liberalization and financial sector reforms. The 
PA government �surpassed efforts of the previous regime by fully or partially 
privatizing the range of enterprises including the national airline, telecommunications, 
plantations and ports� (Dunham & Jayasuriya (2001). Not surprisingly, for this and also 
for its good economic management, trade liberalization and financial sector reforms the 
PA government earned the plaudits of the international agencies, and was hailed by the 
World Bank �as the most open economy in South Asia�. Indeed, Sri Lanka�s economic 



 4

policies were increasingly formulated and implemented through �techno pols�, i.e., 
technocratic agencies) rather than through the party system. It was the first time that the 
major difference between the parties on the peace process came to light. 

A key feature of her campaign, however, was to attack the policies of the UNP, 
especially its stand on the peace process for making too many concessions to the LTTE, 
and suggesting that there was a �secret pact� with the Tigers. The President also 
exploited to her advantage the stand taken the by UNP leader, Ranil Wickramasinghe, 
in resurrecting the 13th Amendment and being supportive of an Interim administration 
for the North and East. The clash between the UNP and SLFP represented by Ranil 
Wickramasinghe and Chandrika Bandaranaike Kumaranatunga was a reminder that 
dynastic politics (Wriggins 1960) was very much alive�Wickramasinghe, being cousin 
of J.R. Jayawardene, belongs to the UNP dynasty, and Kumaranatunga�s parents were 
former Prime Ministers, Mr. S.W.R.D and Mrs. Sirimavo Bandaranaike. It was also a 
highly personalized campaign in that it was the personalities of the two main 
contestants�a charismatic well tried politician pitted against a relative newcomer to the 
big arena and a fledging in the leadership stakes�than respective party policies that 
seemed to be uppermost in the minds of the voter, particularly, as to which party was 
better equipped to negotiate with a tough political operator like the leader of the LTTE, 
Prabhakaran. The President, expressing her hawkish tendencies was eager to 
demonstrate her willingness to maintain a strong military presence, of combining �peace 
with the bullet�. No doubt, this exercise of Presidential incumbency powers enabled her 
to regain some of the Sinhala nationalists support that she had lost in her early dovish 
phase of peace through negotiations with the LTTE and keeping the powerful military 
and defence establishment at a distance.  

From the outset, the UNP candidate, on the other hand, was handicapped on two counts: 
first, as a result of his poor showing at the 1999 Provincial Council Elections, and 
secondly by the internal party criticism of his leadership which led to the defection of 
several key UNP members to the SLFP just prior to the Election (Dissanayake 2000). 
However, Ranil Wickramasinghe campaigned on the broken promises of the President 
(�send home the bag of lies� was his catch phrase) such as to abolish the Executive 
Presidency. His economic policies were only marginally different from those of the 
President and her party. They appeared to hinge on the prospects of a program of 
development projects comparable to the massive public infrastructure programs (e.g., 
Mahaveli Scheme) in the UNP era, as well as employment generation, broad based 
ownership of assets and capital, and the development of the transport sector. On the 
peace issue, the UNP stand was one directed towards the containment of war while 
maintaining negotiations with the LTTE. Another key feature of his platform was to 
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remove Presidential immunity and also to establish three independent Statutory 
Commissions � Election, Police, and Public Services. He also appealed to the youth 
vote by offering support for English language and IT skills training.  

The Presidential Election campaign which was again marred by extensive violence 
(Law and Society Trust 2000; PAFREL/MFFE 2000) was, however, dramatically 
disrupted following the assassination attempt on the President, Chandrika Bandaranaike 
Kumaranatunga, by a LTTE suicide bomber on December 18, just 3 days before the 
Election. The President was seriously injured along with several of her staff and 
Ministers of State. Whatever impact this incident may have had on the voters in terms of 
a sympathy vote, the President was successful with a total vote of 51.12 per cent 
compared with 62.28 per cent she obtained in the 1994 Presidential Election (in 
Appendix: Table 5).* Her main opponent, Ranil Wickremasinghe, obtained 42.71 per 
cent of the total vote.  

When compared with the 1994 Presidential election results, the SLFP lost about 10 per 
cent at the expense of the UNP which gained about 7 per cent in relation to 1994 (see 
Table 5). The UNP fared poorly in the Sinhalese electorates except in the Colombo and 
Badulla Districts (Dissanayake 2000). It also won in Nuwara Eliya with the Indian 
Tamil vote. In general, the vote in the Tamil speaking areas and also the Muslim vote in 
Batticoloa was in favour of the UNP. But, it would also seem that, the minority vote, 
barring the loss of �the entire Catholic belt� (Dissanayake 2000), as in the past went by 
and large with the UNP candidate.  

Perhaps the most significant feature of the election results was the vote gained by N. 
Gunatillake of the Janatha Vimukthi Peramuna (JVP) with approximately 4 per cent of 
the total vote (Table 5). Clearly both the UNP and JVP had gained at the expense of the 
PA. According to one analyst (Dissanayake 2000) the second preference of the JVP vote 
did not go to the PA candidate. Although there was not much difference in the voter 
turn out (70 per cent in1994, and 73 per cent in 1999) the number of spoilt and invalid 
votes was about 2 per cent in 1999, a 100 per cent increase since 1994 (Table 6 & 
Figure D). 

The General Election of 2000 and Outcome 

Following the Presidential Election, the government intensified its efforts to gain public 
endorsement for the Draft Constitution Reform Bill. Notwithstanding the pressures 
mounted by Sinhala nationalist groups and the Buddhist clergy against constitutional 
reform, and also the intensification of the war after the fall of Elephant Pass camp to the 
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LTTE (April 2000). The government persisted with its efforts to seek a broad consensus 
in parliament for constitutional reform. Indeed, the leader of the Opposition who also 
had the support of the Tamil Parties was bold enough to claim in parliament that the 
Draft Bill was �the first step towards evolving a new political culture which could be 
less confrontational and less partisan� (Hansard August 7, 2000). Amidst growing 
opposition to the Draft Bill, a package of proposals to devolve power to minority Tamils 
was presented to the President on August 3, 2000.  

The forces opposed to the Bill were orchestrated by a loose coalition of anti-devolution 
forces made up of several groups including the JVP and the ultra Sinhala nationalist 
forces, especially the Sinhalese Heritage Party or Sinhala Urumaya (SU). They objected 
mainly on the grounds that any form of devolution reminiscent of the earlier demands 
by Tamils for a federal system (see Sinhala Commission Interim Report, 2000) 
threatened the territorial integrity of the nation and the rights of the majority Sinhala 
constituency in its entirety. According to the opposing groups, there was only a terrorist 
problem. 

In Parliament, the UNP failed to support the package in its entirety, especially that 
requiring retaining the Executive Presidency for a period of six years. They argued this 
was in violation of the Constitutional Draft Bill of 1997 which had agreed to the 
abolition of the Executive Presidency. They also queried the question of an Interim 
Council for the North and East. There was no doubt that these peace proposals were 
doomed to defeat, particularly as the Tamil parties, especially the moderate TULF 
backed out of supporting the government. At the same time, several members of the 
UNP, known as the Alternative Group, defected to the government, notably Sarath 
Amunugama, the late Stanley Kalpage, and Susil Moonesinghe. There was a 
corresponding crossover from the PA to the UNP by Ravi Karunanayake who belonged 
to the Lalith faction associated with PA since 1994. 

Concurrently, the aged PM, Sirimavo Bandaranike, was replaced by a new Prime 
Minister, Ratnasiri Wickramanayake. The New Prime Minister took even more hard-
line stance on the war and peace issue stating that the government must crush terrorism 
militarily before cease fire talk, and echoing the Foreign Minister, L. Kadirgamar, who 
was for �talking peace while fighting the war�. This was clearly a strategic attempt on 
the part of the government faced with opposition in parliament to its reform proposals to 
garner the support of some of the hostile nationalist elements who were also present in 
the government ranks. This double edged policy stance of the government was not much 
dissimilar to the strategic stand taken by the UNP during the Presidential election, 
mainly of peace negotiations with the LTTE alongside the containment of the war. The 
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peace process and symbolic issues, rather than those of social economic divisions were 
now the principal cleavages around which party competition was organized.  

Faced with the prospect of a defeat of its peace proposals in Parliament, the government 
chose to call a General Election� which in any case was due later in the year � to sort 
out the Parliamentary impasse on the Constitutional Bill. Parliament was dissolved on 
10 August, 2000 and Elections were to be held on October 10, 2000. At the time of 
nominations there was a record number of candidates (5,048 compared to 1449 in 1994) 
and, in addition to the four main Sinhala Parties (PA, UNP JVP and SU) excluding the 
Tamil parties of the North and East (mainly TULF, EPDP, PLOTE, ACTC, TELO) and 
two factions of EPRLF, there were several mushroom Parties and independent 
candidates. During the election campaign, M. Ashraff, the leader of the SLMC�the 
main Muslim Party which had been associated with the PA�was killed in a plane crash 
throwing the PA into confusion. This was because it was likely to affect the future 
political alignments of the SLMC.  

Despite the plethora of candidates and multiplicity of parties, the real contest as in 1994, 
was between the PA and UNP, and again, there was no doubt that war and peace was 
the most dominant issue. This itself was a depressing indication of what little forward 
movement there has been during the last six years in resolving the country�s ethnic 
conflict� (Subramaniam 2000). The stand taken in this regard by the two main Parties 
and their allies was no different to that adopted at the 1999 Presidential Elections. This 
time, the UNP was explicit in recognizing that devolution was mandatory for the 
resolution of the conflict, and it gave formal endorsement to the loose idea of an 
�interim council� for the North and East. This has been a sticking point in the 
negotiations between the government and LTTE. A significant policy stance taken by 
the UNP was the promise to build a �national consensus� on constitutional reform. 
Besides this, the UNP, while pointing to economic policy shortcomings of the 
government  (e.g., lack of public investment, etc.) confined most of its campaign to its 
social agenda with proposals to increase salaries for public servants, higher pensions, 
and other measures directed at bringing down the escalating the cost of living.  

The SLFP in turn attacked the UNP on its human rights record, especially that of the 
Leader of Opposition�s earlier involvement (when he was Minister in the UNP 
government of 1989-94) in the Batalanda Affair dealing with clashes relating to �torture 
chambers�. The SLFP was also critical of the pro LTTE stance of the UNP with claims 
about prospects of �secret links� with the Tigers. The 2000 Election was notable for the 
extent of premeditated violence, mostly in the Kandy district, and electoral malpractices 
mostly vote rigging (CMEV 2000; PAFFREL 2000) leading to the annulment of voting 
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from 22 polling centres in 6 Electoral Districts. Kandy District was the most affected by 
election malpractices. 

As shown in Table 6 and Figure D, the voter turn-out of approximately 75 per cent was 
better than at the 1999 Presidential Election, but slightly less than the 1994 General 
Election. The percentage of invalid votes too increased to approximately 5 per cent. It 
will be seen from Table 1 that the difference between the two main parties in terms of 
the total votes cast was not very great (45.11 per cent for the PA as against 40.20 per 
cent for the UNP). In terms of elected seats (Table 4) the PA obtained 94 seats as 
against 77 by the UNP. They shared the National List seats almost equally (PA 13, UNP 
12).  

The most significant aspect of the election results was the increased vote for the JVP � 
6.1 per cent (Table 1) as compared with 4.08 per cent at the 1999 Presidential Election 
(Table 5), gaining a total of 10 sets (8 Elected and 2 National List). This strong showing 
by the JVP represents a mix of �left� votes and also radical nationalists who were 
reluctant to support the ultra nationalists parties such as the SU. Its main stronghold was 
in the Southern Provinces, in particular the Hambantota District (15.22 per cent). The 
JVP was becoming a significant �third force� with the potential to deliver government to 
either of the main political parties of their choice. The other significant result was that 
the Nationalist Front, mainly SU and SMBP formed to promote the rights of the 
majority Sinhalese performed very poorly. Ironically, the strongest support for the ultra 
nationalist party, the SU, was among the educated urban middle class (e.g., gaining its 
most votes�4.89 per cent in the Colombo District) rather than in the rural areas or 
Sinhala areas near the scene of ethnic conflict (Library of Parliament, 2000). 

The ethnic minority vote, excluding the Indian Tamil vote (plantation workers),was 
mainly of the Muslims and Tamils concentrated in the Northern (Jaffna and Vanni 
Electoral Districts) and Eastern Provinces (Electoral Districts of Batticoloa, 
Digamadulla and Trincomalee) (Table 1). As in 1994, due to the unsettled conditions of 
the war, the voter turn out for Jaffna was poor � approximately 20 per cent of 
registered voters cast their votes, and of this number there were about 10 per cent 
invalid votes. In Jaffna, the PA associated EPDP gained just over a third of the votes 
cast and TULF (The TULF and TELO are allied to the LTTE), a little below a third, 
giving the EPDP and the TULF 7 seats in all (4 to EPDP and 3 to TULF). Interestingly 
a Tamil candidate from the UNP gained one seat. Likewise, in the Vanni District too the 
turnout was only about 2/5th of the total electorate, and of this 7 per cent of votes were 
invalid. The results for the elected seats as follows: 3 (TELO), 2 (NUA), and 1 (UNP). 
The NUA (The National Unity Alliance) was a newly formed group representing 
Muslim interests led by Rauf Hakeem. In some electorates, the NUA was part of the 
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PA, and in others with the SLMC also allied with the PA. Ferial Ashraff, the widow of 
the late M. Ashraff was the nominal leader of the SLMC) (Library of Parliament, 2000).  

In the Eastern Province where there is a mix of different ethnicities, there was much 
better voter turnout than in the war torn Northern Province. The vote in three Districts 
� Batticoloa, Digamadulla and Trincomalee � was divided between the PA, UNP, the 
NUA and Tamil Parties (ACTC, DPLF, and TELO). Understandably the latter were 
confined to the Batticoloa Districts, where Tamil is the language of both the Tamils and 
Muslims who are in the majority. In the Eastern Province, the UNP gained in all six 
seats consisting of three UNP, two TULF, and one NUA (for Digamadulla). The PA 
obtained a total of nine seats in the Eastern Provinces (PA eight and one Independent). 
As in 1994, the Indian Tamils (plantation workers) vote went to the Ceylon Workers 
Congress (CWC) (led by Arumugam Thondaman allied to the UNP) and the splinter 
CWC group (led by Chandrasekeran from the UPF, also allied with the UNP).  

There is no way of knowing how the Christian vote (about 7.5 per cent of the 
population) was distributed among the voters in the Southern electorates. If at all, there 
may have been a slight edge in favour of the UNP because of the long held view that the 
SLFP was a sectarian party catering to Sinhalese Buddhist interests despite efforts made 
to present the SLFP as a truly national party in 1994. In 1970, the UNP as a rule was 
certain of the Roman Catholic belt in addition to the bulk of the Muslim vote, the Tamil 
vote in the Sinhalese areas, and also Indian Tamil vote (Wilson 1975). However, in 
terms of his observation and impressions of the 1999 Presidential Election, suggests that 
the Catholic belt (i.e., electorates to the north of Colombo) voted solidly for the PA 
Dissanayake (2000).  

Overall, it would seem that the UNP held to its 40 per cent conservative vote while the 
PA lost some of its gains in 1994.  The final distribution of Parliamentary Seats, 
including National List Seats shows that the PA gained a total of 107 � six short of a 
simple majority to give it 113 seats out of 225 (Table 4). It was able to obtain a majority 
in Parliament by getting the support of the four EPDP seats and four NUA, one 
Independent (Digamadulla) which gave the PA an additional 9 seats. This strategy of 
alliance politics since the 1997 Constitution has been based on political patronage built 
around Ministerial appointees as Deputy Ministers and Parliamentary Secretaries, etc. It 
was these appointments that enabled the PA to obtain support of minor parties such as 
the NUA, and as a result, the government ended with a Cabinet of 44 and 38 Junior 
Ministers. The JVP with a total of 10 seats and SU with 1 seat remained in the 
Opposition group along with 3 Tamil Parties (TULF, TELO, and ACTC) (Table 4). 
This gave the Opposition Group a total of 119 seats (89 UNP; 19 from other Parties, 
i.e., JVP, TULF, TELO, SU, and ACTC).  
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The Fate of the Eleventh Parliament (2000-2001) 

The PA government which returned to power in October 2000 with a slender majority 
was from outset confronted with an Opposition more resolute and determined to 
destabilize the government. Once again, although issues of war and peace occupied the 
centre stage, the state of the economy became an overarching issue underpinning all 
aspects of domestic policy. Based on the dubious assumption of �growth with war�, a 
growth rate of approximately 5 per cent since the PA government came into power in 
1994 had generated a sense of complacency about the economy. This climate of 
economic optimism was born out of the ideology of the 1977-94 era of neo-liberal 
economics, vigorously promoted by the PA government of 1994-2000 in its pursuit of 
the privatization of the public sector and assisted by the war economy. The latter was 
greatly helped by international aid for the war economy, and the continued growth of 
defence spending equalling nearly 5 per cent of GDP (Athulge 2003).  

The Sri Lankan economy, according to the World Bank, began to weaken during the 
period 2001-2002 because of a multiplicity of factors:  

a) poor monsoon affecting agricultural output; b) rise in world oil prices; c) 
increase of military expenditure due to reverse of security forces on the battle 
fields� d) decrease of foreign exchange earnings by tourism and exports; e) 
increase of foreign expenditure spending on essential imports which were more 
or less subsidized by and government; and, f) poor performance of the public 
services and the public sector which cast a huge burden of losses on the state 
(Christian Worker 2001, 2nd Quarter, p. xvix). 

Despite IMF assistance in 2001 largely to encourage foreign investment which helped to 
ameliorate some of these economic hardships, the domestic economy could not avoid 
the slowdown of the adverse influences resulting from the global economy engulfed in 
the ongoing recession of the US economy and the crisis in the Japanese economy. These 
economic circumstances put the PA government under heavy strain not just because of 
its inability to deal with the economic downturn, but for its failure to respond to the 
social consequences of the economy evident in growing youth unemployment, increased 
poverty, and marked inequalities. There was no doubt that the level of economic 
hardship was felt among all segments of the population but more intensely among the 
rural poor who were heavily dependent on the war economy, especially soldiers� wages 
for their survival. 

It was against this background of severe economic hardship and dire social adversity in 
many segments of society that the new PA government with its razor thin majority 
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persisted in its peace efforts. It continued, however, to maintain the country on a war 
footing in the face of several threats to peace and security in the Sinhala areas with 
sporadic attacks by suicide bombers. The government�s efforts in negotiations with the 
LTTE in 2001 were largely handled with the Norwegian government assistance as 
international mediators. The Norwegians acted as facilitators of the peace process, and 
their efforts in this regard began with the search for an agreement to assist in programs 
of rehabilitation in the Vanni areas.  

The main focus of these efforts was to bring the two parties to the negotiating table to 
engage in an active engagement on the task of obtaining a peaceful end to the ethnic 
conflict. A major hurdle in these preliminary negotiations conducted via the Norwegian 
mediators was the LTTE�s insistence on three conditions � lifting the economic 
blockade; removing the ban on the LTTE as a terrorist organization; and, declaration of 
formal ceasefire. The sticking point of these appeared to be the removal of the ban on 
the LTTE that has been imposed in terms of Emergency Regulations since 1998. The 
peace efforts encountered numerous obstacles and made all the more difficult by several 
military encounters between the government and the Tigers (e.g., attacks on Jaffna; on 
Poonery camp of the LTTE, etc).  

The scenario of a government with a narrow majority facing highly complex and 
sensitive issues of domestic policy was exploited by the Opposition to the utmost by 
parliamentary manouvres aimed at destablising the government. The first of these 
projects, very early in the life of the new PA government, was mooted by a �Reformist 
Group� in the UNP critical of Ranil Wickramasinghe, in the form of a No Confidence 
motion against the government. This was intended as a tactic to gauge the strength of 
the PA coalition of parties that formed the government. This strategy of the Opposition 
was fuelled by the expectation that TULF, strongly influenced by the LTTE, would 
support the Opposition, and also by the desertion of the PA by Rauf Hakeem, the SLMC 
leader, who crossed over to the Opposition with six of his supporters. This left PA with 
only Ferial Ashraff and her MPs.  

But, instead of acting on a No Confidence motion, the Opposition changed its tactics by 
launching an impeachment motion in Parliament against the Chief Justice, Justice 
Sarath Silva whose appointment was considered to be highly irregular. There were also 
other allegations about his suitability for this high office (see Ivan 2002). This attempt 
ran into constitutional obstacles when the Supreme Court issued an order to the Speaker 
restraining him from acting on the Impeachment motion. This created a minor 
constitutional crisis leading the Speaker to make a historic decision by overruling the 
Court. However, other events intervened and the Supreme Court ruled that the Chief 
Justice could be removed only in terms of Article 107(2/3) (for details see Christian 
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Worker 2001). The Speaker�s action in this matter only served to draw pointed attention 
to the complexities of the 1978 Constitution as when the Judiciary is pitted against 
Parliament, and highlighted the need for urgent constitutional reform. 

On the critical question of determining ways and means of arriving at a mutually agreed 
stand on peace, the government reiterated its endorsement of the failed Constitutional 
Amendment proposed before the last General Election. This was on the grounds that the 
government now had a mandate for this by virtue of its success at the polls and also 
because the UNP did not campaign against the Constitutional amendment. Faced with 
this impasse of obtaining any degree of consensus, the idea of a National Government 
was mooted within sections of the UNP, and also in some quarters of the PA 
government as well as in civil society. The government�s response to these ideas and the 
prospect of being defeated in Parliament was for the President to prorogue Parliament 
using her constitutional power, and to propose the holding of a Referendum scheduled 
for August 21.  

The referendum question was a follows: Is a new Constitution as a matter of national 
importance and necessity needed for the country? If the answer was in the affirmative, 
the government proposed to draft a new constitution based on four themes: i) changes to 
provide for a more equitable electoral system; ii) establishment of independent 
commissions; iii) determine a constitutional solution to the ethnic crisis; and, iv) abolish 
the office of the Executive President. This hinted at the possibility of 1971-72 style 
Constituent Assembly process after obtaining a mandate to change the Constitution.  

In the face of severe public criticism of the Referendum proposal, the President decided 
to postpone it for the time being but re-scheduled it for 18 October. In the meantime, 
amidst intense public debates and political manourvering among parties (e.g., attempt to 
arrive at a coalition with the JVP � the idea of a �Probationary Government�), Anura 
Bandaranaike the Speaker of the Parliament, declared that he had no powers to revoke 
the Presidential decree proroguing and recalling Parliament as demanded by the 
Opposition. This led to mass protest demonstrations against the government and another 
determined effort was made by the Opposition, including the JVP, to call for a 
withdrawal of the Referendum proposal. All this came on top a string of military defeats 
for the government and �culminating with an attack by the LTTE� (Samband, 2004) on 
the Air Force base and Bandaranaike International Airport. The latter exposed the 
fragile nature of internal security measures, and created great anxiety and fear in the 
Sinhalese areas. 

In Parliament, the government was faced with imminent defeat with the crossover of 
twelve MPs from the SLFP and on a motion of no confidence supported with a petition 
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signed by 115 MPs. The President�s decision to dissolve Parliament was welcomed by 
the Opposition as well as the general public. It was the only democratic way of dealing 
with the complex issues of state that were at stake. Parliament was dissolved on 10 
October 2001, and it was decreed that a Caretaker government be appointed. The 11th 
Parliament (4th Parliament of the Democratic Socialist Republic of Sri Lanka) which 
lasted a little over one year ended after a five week long election campaign.  

At the close of nominations for the 2001 General Election scheduled for December 
2001, there was a total of 3,196 candidates from 26 recognized parties, and 1,414 
candidates from independent groups. The main contestants were: Peoples Alliance (PA) 
the United National Front (UNF)�an electoral alliance formed by the UNP with the 
SLMC, CWC, Sri Lanka Muslim Party, Up Country People�s Front, National People�s 
Party, and crossovers from the SLFP. Of the other parties, besides the JVP, there was 
the Tamil National Alliance (TNA) made up of the TULF, ACTC, TELO and sections 
of EPRLF. The election, as in the past, was monitored by several groups such as the 
People�s Action for Free and Fair Elections (PAFFREL) the Movement for Free and 
Fair Elections (MFFE), and the Centre for Monitoring Election Violence (CMEV). The 
voter turnout of approximately 76 per cent (Table 6 & Figure D) is similar to that of 
2000. This is consistent with the general Sri Lankan pattern of a high level of voter 
participation except in the Jaffna and Batticoloa Electoral District as a result of war 
related disruptions,  

The outcome of the election was a victory for the UNF represented by the UNP and its 
allies, which obtained a clear majority in the 225 member Parliament. This gave the 
UNP and allies a total of 46.86 per cent (Tables 2 & 4). The UNP, on its own, was able 
to increase its vote to 45.62 per cent compared with 40.21 per cent in the 2000 Election, 
and 44.04 per cent in 1994 (Table 3). This shows that the conservative vote for the UNP 
has once more remained consistent around 40 per cent (Wilson 1975), as will be seen 
from Table 2 and Figure A which indicates the mean over 12 General Elections; by and 
large, this was the pattern in nearly all Electoral Districts, barring the Northern Province 
and Batticoloa in the Easter Province, This pattern is very much similar to what 
prevailed in the 2000 Election (Table1). The 40 per cent UNP vote was exceeded only 
in the Premadasa era when it reached its high point of 52 per cent (Table 3 & Figure A). 
This was due to the influence of UNP�s pro-rural policies which led to a marked erosion 
of traditional votes from the SLFP.  

The UNP, once again, obtained the Indian Tamil vote, with its decisive victory in the 
Nuwara Eliya Electoral District, as a result of its alliance with the CWC and the Up 
Country Front. Likewise, the strength of its minority vote was also evident in the 
success of the UNP in the Colombo District, and also in the Eastern Province 
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(Digamadulla and Trincomalee). But, overall, the minority vote went to the Tamil 
National Alliance (TNA) a coalition of Tamil parties scoring a clear victory as they 
gained 15 seats (14 TULF and 1 DPLF). Contrary to some earlier interpretations, the 
UNP also appears to have regained the Christian vote, especially in the Catholic belt.  

The success of the UNP was more in the nature of a victory by default � a protest vote 
against a Party which had betrayed its policies and succumbed to populism. Put simply, 
the results suggests the UNP rode home to power on gross popular disenchantment with 
a charismatic leader from whom much was expected. Other issues which helped the 
UNP were those of the spiralling cost of living, corruption, and economic management. 
On the key issues of war and peace, from the electoral stance taken by the UNP, it was 
difficult to discern whether there was a clear policy position. In this regard, its views 
were not much different from the double edged position taken by the PA in that the 
UNP too�while being committed to negotiations�was still in favour of a policy of 
war containment. It was also certainly true that the UNP seemed more willing than the 
PA to accommodate the LTTE on some of its demands such as the idea of an interim 
administration for the North and East. 

However, on the question of its protestation for consensus politics, from the way the 
election was conducted, it was not possible to discern the real nature of this consensus. 
Indeed, the national government idea promoted within the UNP for gaining broad based 
understanding and support for negotiations with LTTE was problematic given the 
fragmented Sinhala electorate, and the sharp divisions among the non Tamil parties. The 
UNP did not give any indication of how this was to be achieved. In other respects, the 
UNP appeared more set in the J.R. Jayawardene style of promoting the virtues of neo-
liberal economics. There were only faint traces of the Premadasa philosophy of working 
for a �righteous society�. For the latter, one had to turn to the Puravasi Peramuna�a 
minor party led by Sirisena Cooray, a former Minister in the Premadasa Government 
(1989-94). The big query was, of course, how the disjunction between the party 
affiliations of the President and the Prime Minister would work out in terms of the 
French model of �cohabitation�.   

The SLFP vote in 2001 of approximately 37 per cent denotes a loss of about eight 
percentage points (approximately 45 per cent) from the 2000 Election (Table 4). It 
gained 77 seats�nearly nineteen less than in the previous Parliament. This was a clear 
indication of voter disapproval of the political maneuvering of the party in the last 
Parliament. As Uyangoda (2002) rightly observes, this was �a truly devastating verdict�. 
He points out that �the numbers do not indicate the real proportion of the PA�s 
predicament� as they were rejected in 21 of the 22 Districts (Table 2). They obtained a 
clear majority only in rural Moneragala. Neither did the SLFP�s Tamil Party ally, the 
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EPDP proved to be any more successful. The EPDP obtained 2 seats (Elected Members) 
as against 4 seats in 2000 (Library of Parliament 2001).  

The PA government�s failure to gain re-election was primarily due to its �insensitivity to 
the social consequences of economic mismanagement that has resulted in high inflation, 
rising cost of living, withdrawal of subsidies and dwindling employment opportunities 
for the young (Uyangoda 2002). On the question of war and peace, the President�s and 
the SLFP policy was one of political opportunism, running with the hare and hunting 
with the hounds. Its double edged policy of �peace with the bullet�, or �talking peace 
while fighting�, was bound to alienate the minority vote and seriously threaten her 
political credibility. By this, she lost much of the goodwill she gained in 1994 by her 
courageous and moral stand in endeavouring to transcend the �ethnic� tensions within 
the Sri Lankan polity, and espousing the merits of a plural society. This was, of course, 
reminiscent of the idealism that characterised her late husband Vijaya Kumarnatunga 
who was a victim of a militant assassination. Sadly, she seems to have backtracked on 
this courageous stand. 

The PA regime also lost much face by turning a blind eye to corruption at the level of 
the bureaucracies as well as in the corporate financial sector. This is of course a 
charitable interpretation in the light of her confusing and contradictory political rhetoric 
on these issues. However, it is clear that the President�s blatant abuse of executive 
power and the judgment of the electorate suggest that this was perceived as a key issue 
at least in the urban electorates.  

Equally, another significant aspect of recent Sri Lankan politics, which continued with 
the PA government of 1994 was the emergence of �money politics�. In this climate, 
elections were now costly and most politicians need to rely on significant financial 
backing and support. Indeed, both main parties were not immune from these trends, and 
this demonstrated the growing influence of the informal and underworld economy in 
political campaigning. Clearly, over and above the overriding effects of militarization 
there has been a �criminalization� of electoral politics that has affected both major 
parties.  

Two other features of the 2001 Election deserve some brief comment. One was, of 
course, the near annihilation of the SU, the main ultra nationalist party. It was 
abundantly clear that the electorate was in no mood for its brand of chauvinistic 
nationalism. This, of course, does not mean that these forces were annihilated 
completely. There remained a small proportion of nationalist intellectuals drawn from 
the educated middle class who could re-emerge again to exploit the myth surrounding 
Sri Lanka being a Sinhala Buddhist nation, one which explicitly rejects the pluralism of 
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the society. In this regard, it was also a matter of great disappointment to many 
observers and analysts of Sri Lankan elections � the writer included � that the SLFP 
seemed to be reversing the significant, indeed distinctive, stand it took in the 1994 
General Election by campaigning as a national secular party. The question for the future 
is whether the President will be trapped into populist politics and curry favour with 
nationalist elements signifying a return to the old SLFP as a sectarian party representing 
ethnic interests. Only time will tell whether this reversal of the image created in 1994 
merits recognition as a significant shift in ideology.  

The other key feature of the 2001 Election was the growing electoral popularity of the 
JVP both as a radical and nationalist party. It obtained nearly 9 per cent of the vote 
compared with 6 per cent in 2000, and increased its representation in Parliament to 16 
(13 Elected and 3 National List). Its strength was mainly in the Southern Province 
Electorates and to a lesser extent in the Central and North Central Province Electorates 
(Tables 1 & 2; also Table 4). The political motivation and ideology of the JVP is 
�clearly identified as being Left� (Mendis 1989). The leftist credentials of the JVP go 
back to its Maoist historical origins as a militant revolutionary party. On the other hand, 
its nationalist sympathies reflect the thinking and ideology of the Youth Revolt of 1971. 
The JVP vote was clearly driven by both these themes �a radical left orientation 
coupled with a strong sense of nationalism � and was successful in attracting votes 
away from the PA and the ultra nationalist group.  

The outcome of the 2001 General Election provides no realistic grounds for stability, 
progress and peace in the foreseeable future. Neither of the two main parties had shown 
any vision for the country; nor did they have a clearly stated policy agenda for dealing 
with critical questions of economic and social policy such as poverty and rising 
unemployment. Above all, the election rhetoric gives no real indication of how the 
peace process will evolve under the new government. Both the SLFP and UNP fail to 
realize that the political solution to the ethnic conflict via the devolution of power was 
doomed to failure unless these efforts go hand and hand �with social policies dealing 
with the inequalities in a systematic fashion� (Rajasingham-Senanayake 2000) as these 
are intimately linked to the ethnic conflict and the war. And lurking behind all these 
policy issues there remains the question of the workability of the 1978 Constitution. Is it 
a recipe for chaos and confusion? 

Conclusion 

Overall, the results of the 2000 and 2001 General Elections again confirm the continued 
evolution of a bi-polar political system and the �turnover pattern� of electoral politics 
(Jayasuriya 2000). From Tables 3 and 8, and Figure A1 it is abundantly clear that the 
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UNP/SLFP (both parties in their respective coalitions) two party system has dominated 
electoral politics since independence, or more correctly, 1956. This turnover pattern in 
Sri Lankan politics is more clearly seen from the information given in Tables 8 and 9 on 
the strength of the two main party blocs. This is depicted graphically in Figures A, A1 
and B. Figure A shows the comparison of the respective voting strengths between the 
UNP and SLFP when not in alliance with other parties or groups. The mean averaged 
difference between the two parties for period 1956-2001 is roughly UNP 40 per cent 
and SLFP 35 per cent. But when they are in alliance with others, as depicted in Figure 
A1, there is hardly any difference (UNP & Allies 40.79 per cent, and SLFP & Allies 
41.94 per cent) only a small difference. The SLFP in alliance comes out slightly better 
than the UNP in alliance, and sows how important alliance politics has been for both 
parties. Figure B shows the percentage distribution of seats between the two parties in 
order to make allowance for the total number of seats in Parliament which varies over 
the period 1947-2001 (see Table 3). 

Electoral fluctuations of this nature, depicted by the data are quite common in other 
western democracies (e.g., USA, UK and Australia). These have been described in the 
literature in varying ways, e.g., as �ebb and flow of the tide�, �waves that ruffle the 
surface of the sea�, �slow periodic oscillations, etc. The comparative studies of electoral 
politics indicate that party identification as �a basis for the underlying partisan division 
of the nation� is probably the best grounds for determining �electoral stability� (Blewett 
1971 Voters switch party allegiance in the short term for a variety of reason unless there 
are strong reasons for realignment following significant changes in party identification 
(as that which occurred in 1956 and 1977).  

Using this framework, it is clear that since 1956 the SLFP which emerged as a Centre 
Left sectarian party in close alliance with Left parties�following a realignment of 
electoral forces that occurred after 1952�has dominated what may be described as 
Cycle One of Sri Lankan electoral politics till 1970 (see Figure A1). Cycle Two, 
showing the dominance of the UNP, commences with the 1977 General Election, and is 
reinforced by a sharp realignment of electoral forces after 1978, which shows a massive 
swing to the UNP. This Cycle, however, ends in 1994 and we see the re-emergence of 
the SLFP in alliance with other parties and the beginning of an entirely new Cycle�
Cycle Three. This then, in brief, is the context in which the 2004 General Election is due 
to take place.  

In the light of this analysis, the critical question that one has to pose is whether the 2004 
Election due to be held in 2nd April, will point to a continuation of Cycle 3 or initiate a 
new Cycle�Cycle Four�in which the UNP and its Allies maintain the improvement 
shown in the 2001 Election. However, if it is the former, then the UNP victory in 2001 
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represents only a temporary deviation form the dominance of the SLFP and its allies in 
Cycle 3. This assumes that the SLFP and allies will regain power in 2004.  In this 
scenario of alliance politics, the elusive factor is the difficulty of predicting 
Parliamentary voting strength form voter support base in the country at large. This is a 
consequence of the current system of voting�the Proportional Representation List 
system (PR List method)�which may not necessarily reflect the voting strength of a 
party or party bloc such as the PA or UNF. This is clearly seen in Figure B which shows 
the percentage of seats won by the two party blocs. This is a consequence of the 
different pattern of results that emerges with the system of voting in operation. Up to 
1977, with first past the post voting there were clear cut majorities in Parliament, but 
after the introduction of the PR List method of voting in 1978, the difference between 
the two party blocs is very narrow. Going by a trend analysis of election fluctuations 
depicted in Figure A1, and taking account of the complexities of the current political 
situation, it would seem that the most likely outcome is another period of unstable 
politics with minor parties allied to the main parties holding the reins of power.  
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1. ABBREVIATIONS FOR POLITICAL PARTIES* 

 
ACTC: All Ceylon Tamil Congress, 1944 
CWC: Ceylon Workers Congress 
CP: Communist Party 1943 
DPLF: Democratic People�s Liberation Front 
DLF: Democratic Left Front 
EPDP: Eelam People� Democratic Party 
ELJP: Eksath Lanka Jathika Pakshaya 1989 (allied to UNP) 
EPRLF: Eelam People�s Revolutionary Liberation Front (2 Factions � V & S) 
JVP: Janatha Vimukthi Peramuna 1982 
LDA: Left and Democratic Alliance 
LTTE: Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam 
LSSP: Lanka Samasaja Party 1935 
MEP: Mahajana Eksath Peramuna (1956 Coalition with SLFP) 
MEP: Mahajana Eksath Peramuna led by Philip Gunawardena 
NLF: New Left Front 
NLSP: Nawa Lanka Samasamaja Party (Vasudeva Nanayakkara) 
NUA National Unity Alliance 2000 
NUW: National Union of Workers 
PA: People�s Alliance (SLFP and Allies 1994 onwards) 
PLOTE: People�s Liberation Organization for Tamil Eelam 
PP: Puravasi Peramuna 
SLFP: Sri Lanka Freedom Party 1951 
SLFSP: Sri Lanka Freedom Socialist Party 
SLMC: Sri Lanka Muslim Congress 
SLMP: Sri Lanka Mahajana Peramuna 1988 (Ossie Abeygunasekera) 
SMBP: Sinhala Mahasammatha Bhoomiputhra Pakshaya 
SLPF: Sri Lanka Progressive Front 
SU: Sinhala Urumaya (Sinhala Heritage) 
TELO: Tamil Eelam Liberation Organization 
TNA: Tamil National Alliance (Coalition of Tamil Parties 2000, 2001) 
TULF: Tamil United Liberation Front 1973 
ULF: United Left Front (SLFP & Allies) 
UNF: United National Front (UNP & Allies) 
UNP: United National Party 1946 
UPF: Up Country People�s Front 
USP: United Socialist Party  

* For details 1947-777, see De Silva (1979: 75-76) and Ceylon Daily News 1947-1989.  
Where possible name of leader and dates of establishment are give to avoid confusion in some 
instances where the same abbreviation is used for two different party organizations. 
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Table 1: PERCENTAGE VOTES CAST FOR PARTIES BY ELECTORAL DISTRICTS/PROVINCES 
GENERAL ELECTIONS, 2000 

 

ELECTORAL DISTRICTS  
BY PROVINCES 

UNP  

PEOPLES 
ALLIANCE  
(SLFP +  

OTHERS)A 

TAMIL PARTIES 

LEFT 
PARTIESC 
(JVP & 
Others) 

SINHALA 
NATIONAL-

ISTSD 

OTHERE 

(NUA & 
Inds)E 

   
TULF EPDP OTHERSB Total  

 
 

Western 
1. Colombo  
2. Gampaha  
3. Kalutara  

 
43.35 
39.34 
39.89 

 
38.86 
48.87 
46.86 

 
 

 
 

 
A + C (0.99) 

 
0.99 

 
8.12 
7.98 
7.69 

 
5.31 
2.35 
3.12 

 
3.37 
1.46 
2.44N 

Central 
4. Mahanuwara  
5. Matale  
6. Nuwara Eliya  

 
40.27 
42.11 
42.05 

 
46.66 
50.53 
52.53 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
4.02 
4.90 
2.19 

 
2.27 
1.07 
1.27 

 
6.78 N 
2.39 
1.96 

Southern 
7. Galle  
8. Matara  
9. Hambantota  

 
40.14 
37.11 
43.12 

 
50.08 
51.47 
39.95 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
8.32 
9.70 
15.82 

 
1.03 
1.21 
0.77 

 
0.43 
0.42 
0.34 

Northern* 
10. Jaffna 
11. Vanni  

 
  9.60 
13.88 

 
-- 

9.42 

 
27.59 
5.58 

 
35.00 
1.65 

 
13.02A+ D 

34.46T+ D 

 
75.61 
41.69 

 
0.14 
0.53 

 
0.45 
1.88 

 
14.20N 

33.00N 

Eastern** 
12. Batticaloa  
13. Digamadulla  
14.Trincomalee 

 
15.64 
38.09 
35.08 

 
8.86 
51.13 
40.46 

 
29.20 
-- 
10.58 

 
1.78 

-- 
3.40 

 
10.78D+T 

-- 
3.19T+ A 

 
41.16 
 
17.17 

 
0.16 
2.13 
2.48 

 
1.18 
0.32 
0.33 

 
32.40N 
8.39 
4.48 

North Western 
15. Kurunegala  
16. Puttalam  

 
43.72 
41.36 

 
47.16 
48.49 

 
 

   
 
 

 
5.85 
3.93 

 
1.24 
1.09 

 
2.03 
5.13N 

North Central 
17. Anuradhapura 
18. Polonnaruwa  

 
41.26 
44.99 

 
48.33 
46.33 

     
6.77 
6.92 

 
0.71 
0.41 

 
2.93N 
1.35N 

Uva 
19 Badulla  
20 Moneragala 

 
43.36 
41.27 

 
42.71 
49.69 

    
3.35C 

 
5.11 
7.15 

 
0.56 
0.65 

 
4.91N 
1.24 

Sabaragamuwa 
21. Ratnapura 
Kegalle 

 
42.30 
42.62 

 
50.63 
48.88 

     
4.61 
5.45 

 
0.60 
1.29 

 
1.86 
1.76 

TOTAL  
40.22 

 
45.11 

(1.23) (0.59) (1.13)  
2.95 

(6.00)J 

6.48 
 

1.85 
(2.29)N 
3.39 

Source: Library of Parliament, Sri Lanka 

Notes 
A Peoples Alliance (PA) includes SLFP, LSSP, CP, and MEP.  
B Refers to: A: ACTC; DDPLF; T: TELO. 
C Left Parties, mainly J: JVP, and also NLF, and LDA.  
D mainly SU, and also PP, and SMPB. 
E Others mainly : N NUA and Independents.  
*: Northern Province: AACTC 8.94+ D DPLF 4.08 (Jaffna); and Telo 26.09 + DPLF 8.37 (Vanni). 
**: Eastern Province: DDPLF 4.84 + TELO (Batticoloa); and TTelo 3.19 + AACTC 2.82 (Trincomalee). 
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Table 2: PERCENTAGE VOTES CAST FOR PARTIES BY ELECTORAL DISTRICTS/PROVINCES 
GENERAL ELECTIONS, 2000 

 

TAMIL PARTIES 
LEFT 

PARTIES 

(JVP & 
Others) D 

SINHALA 
NATION- 
ALISTSE 

OTHERS 

 

ELECTORAL 
DISTRICTS  BY 

PROVINCES 
UNP & 

ALLIESA  

PEOPLES 
ALLIANCE  
(SLFP +  
OTHERS)B 

TULF OTHERSC % Total  
 

 

Western 
19. Colombo  
20. Gampaha  
21. Kalutara  

 
51.62 
43.94 
49.92 

 
33.39 
43.08 
40.91 

 
1.20 

 
0.06 

 
1.26 

 

 
11.87 
11.87 
11.74 

 
1.65 
0.87 
0.96 

 
0.21 
0.24 
0.45 

Central 
22. Mahanuwara  
23. Matale  
24. Nuwara Eliya  

 
52.77 
50.43 

70.37 N 

 
39.23 
40.81 
24.67 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
6.90 
8.21 
4.58 

 
0.71 

-- 
0.20 

 
0.39 
0.55 
0.27 

Southern 
25. Galle  
26. Matara  
27. Hambantota  

 
44.10 
42.49 
40.02 

 
42.98 
42.37 
37.41 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
12.08 
14.39 
21.98 

 
0.43 
0.56 
0.28 

 
0.41 
0.19 
0.31 

Northern 
28. Jaffna  
29. Vannia  

 
8.71 
28.12 

 
 

8.29 

 
54.84 
44.39 

 
30.66E 

13.77E+ D 

 
85.50 
58.16 

 
1.67 
1.06 

 
0.11 
0.09 

 
4.01 
4.28 

Eastern 
30. Batticaloa 
31. Digamadulla 
32. Trincomalee 

 
27.56 M 
47.73 M 
39.05 

 
14.35 
23.28 
20.48 

 
48.17 
17.41 
34.83 

 
5.45 E+ D 
2.1E 
0.91E 

 
53.62 
19.52 
35.74 

 
0.42 
3.81 
4.16 

 

 
0.14 
0.14 
0.30 

 

 
3.91 
5.52 
0.27 

North Western 
33. Kurunegala  
34. Puttalam  

 
48.59 
50.61 

 
42.24 
41.69 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
8.49 
6.88 

 
0.38 
0.61 

 
0.40 
0.21 

North Central 
35. Anuradhapura 
36. Polonnaruwa  

 
45.93 
47.82 

 
41.57 
40.60 

   
12.04 
11.28 

 
0.27 
0.14 

 
0.19 
0.16 

Uva 
21 Badulla  
22 Moneragala 

 
53.81 
43.00 

 
37.03 
43.67 

   
7.17 
11.74 

 
0.35 
0.19 

 
1.64 
1.20 

Sabaragamuwa 
21. Ratnapura 
22. Kegalle 

 
46.41 
49.36 

 
43.46 
40.53 

  

 

 
9.51 
9.31 

 
0.35 
0.61 

 
0.27 
0.19 

TOTAL 45.62 37.19 (3.88) (0.99) (4.87) 9.77 0.62 0.69 

Source: Library of Parliament, Sri Lanka 
Notes 
A: UNP & Allies include: M SLMC, Batticoloa 14.92, and Digamadulla 26.86; N:NDP, 2.09 in Nuwara Eliya; Total 

vote for UNP and Allies: 46.86%.  
B:  Peoples Alliance include  SLFP and Allies, CP, and DUNF.  
C: Others refer to: EPDPE, DPLFD 

D: Left Parties, mainly JVP with a total vote of 9.10%; also NLF, DLF and USP.  
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Table 3: STRENGTH OF PARTIES (Elected MPs) � SRI LANKA GENERAL ELECTIONS 1947-
2001 

 
 
 
 

ELEC- 
TION 

YEAR 
TOTAL 
SEATS UNP & ALLIESA SLFP B LEFT PARTIESC 

TAMIL 
PARTIESD OTHERSE 

   SEATS 
WON 

% 
VOTES 

SEATS 
WON 

% 
VOTES 

SEATS 
WON 

% 
VOTES 

SEATS 
WON 

% 
VOTES 

SEATS 
WON 

% 
VOTES 

1 1947 95 42 39.81 -- -- 18 20.51 13 8.19 22 31.50 

2 1952 95 54 44.08 9 15.52 13 18.89 6 4.72 13 16.69 

3. 1956 95 8 27.44 51 39.96 17 15.05 11 5.77 8 11.78 

4. 1960 
Mar 

151 50 29.62 46 21.12 23 25.74 16 7.00 16 16.52 

5. 1960 
July 

151 30 37.57 75 33.59 19 13.70 17 8.73 10 6.41 

6. 1965 151 66 38.93 41 30.24 15 12.89 17 7.80 12 10.14 

7. 1970 151 17 37.92 91* 36.90 25 11.17- 16 7.29 2 5.98 

8. 1977 168 141 51.02 8 29.70 -- 7.00 18 6.40 1 5.60 

9. 1989 196 110 51.92 
(50.70) 

62 36.39 -- -- 9 3.84 15 7.85 

10 1994 196 81 44.04 97** 50.74 1 1.13 16 1.96 1 2.13 

11. 2000 196 77 40.22 94 45.11 8 6.48 13 2.95 4 5.24 

12. 2001 196 96 46.86 
(45.62) 

66 37.19 13 9.77 17 4.87 4 1.31 

 
Source: L. Jayasuriya (1999), Chapter 4, Table 2 for Elections 1-9; and Library of Parliament, Sri Lanka, for 

Elections 10-12.  
Notes 
 
For A, B, C D & E relating to Elections 1-9, see Jayasuriya (1999), Chapter 4 Table 2. For elections 10-12, see Tables 1 
& 2. 
A In 1989, UNP alone obtained 50.70 %, and 45.62% in 2001. UNP & Allies in 2001 includes 4 Seats from 

SLMC 
B In1989-2001 refers to SLFP and Allies. In 2000 SLFP and Allies (PA) obtained 94 Seats also including  4 

EPDP and & 4 Others, i.e., 3 NUA + 1 Independent). 

* Total Seats for SLFP and Allies is 116 (SLFP 91 and Left Parties 25).   
** 97 Total Seats for SLFP and Allies or PA includes 6 Seats from SLMC. In addition 1 Seat from the SLPF was 

allied with the SLFP. 
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Table 4: DISTRIBUTION OF VOTES AND PARLIAMENTARY SEATS BY PARTIES   
GENERAL ELECTIONS 2000 AND 2001 

 
 

 ELECTION 11  
2000 

ELECTION 12 
2001 

PARTIES SEATS 
WON 

SEATS 
NATIONAL 

LIST 

TOTAL 
SEATS % 

VOTES 

SEATS 
WON 

SEATS 
NATION
AL LIST 

TOTAL 
SEATS % VOTES 

UNP & 
ALLIES 

77 12 89 40.22 100 13 109 46.86 

PEOPLE�S 
ALLIANCE  

94 13 107 45,11 46 11 77 37.19 

LEFT PARTIES 
(JVP) 

8 2 10 6.48 13 3 16 9.77 

TAMIL 
PARTIES 

13 -- 13 2.95 17 1 18 4.87 

OTHERS 4 2* 6 5.24 0 1** 5 1.31 

TOTAL 196 29 225 100.00 196 29 225 100.00 

 
 
Source: Library of Parliament, Sri Lanka. 
 
Notes 
 
A, B, C, D, & E:  See Table 1 for 2000; and Table 2 for 2002; also Table 3 for 2000 & 2001 

* Others 2000 National List includes 1 NUA & 1 Independent. Both allied with PA. 

** Others 2001, National List 1 is from SLMC allied with UNP. 
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Table 5: PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VOTES BY PARTIES  
PRESIDENTIAL ELECTIONS 1982-1999 

 

PARTY 1982 1988 1994 1999 

UNP 52.91 50.43 35.95 42.71 

SLFPA 39.07 44.95 62.28 51.12 

LEFT PARTIESB 1.16 4.62 0.30 0.28 

TAMIL PARTIESC 2.67 -- -- -- 

JVP/SLPFD 4.19   4.08 

SINHALA 
NATIONALIST 
PARTIESE 

  0.43d 0.43 

OTHER   1.08 1.38 

TOTAL  100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 

% POLLED 81.06 
(6,527,147) 

55.32 
(5,186,233) 

70.52 
(7,713,232) 

73.32 
(8,627,105) 

 
Notes 
 
A SLFP = PA in 1994 and 1999. 
B Left Canditates in 1982 were from LSSP, Colvin R. De Silva (LSSP and the NLSP, 

Vasudeva Nanayakkara  

 In 1988 the SLMP candidate was Ossie Abeygoonesekera from a coalition Left group. The 
Left in 1994 was the SLPF and LDA in 1999.  

C In 1982 G.G. Ponnambalam contested from the ACTC.  
D In 1982 Rohana Wijeweera was the JVP candidate and in 1999 N. Gunatillaka. 
E The Sinhala Nationalist Party candidate in 1994 and 1999 was Harishchandra Wijayatunga 

(SMBP).   
 

Results of Presidential Elections 1982-1999 
 
1. 1982: J.R. Jayawardene, UNP. 
2. 1988: R. Premadasa, UNP 
3. 1994: Chandrika Bandaranaike Kumaratunge, Peoples Alliance (PA) 
4. 1999: Chandrika Bandaranaike Kumaratunge, Peoples Alliance (PA) 
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Table 6: VOTER PARTICIPATION IN PARLIAMENTARY 

(PRESIDENTIAL AND GENERAL) ELECTIONS 1947-2001 

 

GENERAL ELECTIONS PRESIDENTIAL ELECTIONS 
YEAR 

Total Votes % 
% 
Invalid  
votes 

Total Votes % 
% 
Invalid  
votes 

1947 3,048,145 55.8 na    

1952 2,990,913 70.7 na    

1956 3,464,159 69.0 na    

1960 
March 

4,724,507 77.6 na    

1960 July 3,724,507 75.6 na    

1965 4,710,887 82.1 na    

1970 5,505,028 85.24 na    

1977 6,667,589 86.7 0.53    

1982    6,602,617 81.26 1.22 

1988    5,186,223 55.32 1.76 

1989 5,962,031 63.96 6.13    

1994 8,344,095 78.24 4.80    

1994    7,713,232 70.52 1.02 

1999a    8,635,290 73,32 2.31 

2000 9,128,823 75.63 5.27    

2001 9,449,813 76.03 5.22    

 
 
Source: de Silva (1979); Tables 3 & 5; Library of Parliament 2000, 2001 
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Table 7: PERCENTAGE VOTES CAST BY PARTIES & ELECTORAL DISTRICTS/PROVINCES 

GENERAL ELECTIONS 1994-2001 

 

ELECTORAL DISTRICTS  
BY PROVINCES 

UNP 
1994 

UNP 
2000 

UNP & 
ALIESA 

2001 

PEOPLES  
ALLIANCE 

1994  

PEOPLES  
ALLIANCE 

2000 
PEOPLES  

ALLIANCE 
2001 

Western 
37. Colombo  
38. Gampaha  
39. Kalutara  

 
41.77 
41.91 
43.75 

 
43.35 
39.34 
39.89 

 
51.62 
43.94 
49.92 

 
50.94 
56.74 
53.77 

 
38.86 
48.87 
46.86 

 
33.39 
43.08 
40.91 

Central 
40. Mahanuwara  
41. Matale  
42. Nuwara Eliya  

 
52.35 
48.61 
58.12 

 
40.27 
42.11 
42.05 

 
52.77 
50.43 
70.37N 

 
46.43 
49.85 
32.35 

 
46.66 
50.53 
52.53 

 
39.23 
40.81 
24.67 

Southern 
43. Galle  
44. Matara  
45. Hambantota  

 
41.24 
37.43 
38.67 

 
40.14 
37.11 
43.12 

 
44.1 
42.49 
40.02 

 
56.39 
59.90 
53.51 

 
50.08 
51.47 
39.95 

 
42.98 
42.37 
37.41 

Northern* 
46. Jaffna 
47. Vanni  

 
-- 

18.57 

 
9.6 
13.88 

 
8.71 
28.12 

 
-- 

13.21 

 
-- 

9.42 

 
-- 

8.29 

Eastern** 
48. Batticaloa  
49. Digamadulla  
50.Trincomalee 

 
13.35 
32.72 
29.17 

 
15.64 
38.09 
35.08 

 
27.56M 

47.73N 

39.05 

 
11.07 
22.49 
19.91 

 
8.86 
51.13 
40.46 

 
14.35 
23.28 
20.48 

North Western 
51. Kurunegala 
52. Puttalam 
 

 
47.02 
45.48 

 
43.72 
41.36 

 
48.59 
50.61 

 
51.87 
53.65 

 
47.16 
48.49 

 
42.24 
41.69 

North Central 
53. Anuradhapura 
54. Polonnaruwa  

 
43.45 
47.62 

 
41.26 
44.99 

 
45.93 
47.82 

 
55.14 
51.18 

 
48.33 
46.33 

 
41.57 
40.60 

Uva 
23 Badulla  
24 Moneragala 

 
54.04 
43.81 

 
43.36 
41.27 

 
53.81 
43.0 

 
43.48 
50.40 

 
42.71 
49.69 

 
37.03 
43.67 

Sabaragamuwa 
22. Ratnapura 
23. Kegalle 
 

 
47.96 
51.24 

 
42.30 
42.62 

 
46.41 
49.367 

 
50.77 
47.91 

 
50.63 
48.88 

 
43.46 
40.53 

TOTAL 44.04 40.22 46.86 48.94 45.11 37.19 

 

Source: Jayasuriya (2000) for 1994; Tables 1 & 2 for 2000 and 2001. 

Notes 

 A: UNP & Allies include: SLMC M, Batticoloa 14.92, and Digamadulla 26.86; N: NDP, 2.09 in Nuwara Eliya; Total 
vote for UNP and Allies: 46.86%.  
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Table 8:  PERCENTAGE VOTGES FOR UNP, AND SLFP AND ALLIES 

GENERAL ELECTIONS 1947-2001 
 
 

 

YEAR UNP A SLFP SLFP & ALLIESB 

 % VOTES % VOTES % VOTES 

1947 39.81 -- -- 

1952 44.08 15.52 15.52 

1956 27.44 39.50 55.01 

1960 Mar 29.62 20.90 46.86 

1960 July 37.57 35.59 47.29 

1965 38.93 30.24 43.13 

1970 37.92 36.90 48.80 

1977 50.90 29.70 35.31 

1989 51.92 31.90 36.39 

1994 44.04 48.94 50.74 

2000 40.22 45.11 45.11 

2001 46.86 37.19 37.19 

 
 
Source: L. Jayasuriya (2000) for Elections 1947-1994 and Table 3 for Elections 2000 and 2001.  
 
Notes 
 
A UNP allied in 1965 with SLFSP, MEP, and JVP (6.10%); in 1970 allied with MEP and TC (3.2%); 
and in 1977 with ELJP (1.21%; in 1989 with SLMC (1.24%); 1994 UNP vote includes Ceylon Workers 
Congress (CWC)+DUNF+SLMP; for 2000 and 2001 see Tables 1 & 2. 

B Sri Lanka Freedom Party (SLFP) Allies 1956-1977 were mainly Left Parties. In 1956 SLFP contested 
as a coalition with Mahajana Eksath Peramuna (MEP) and in 1970 as United Front. In 1989 allied with 
SLMC and NUA; 1994-2001 as PA. See Tables 1 & 2. 
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FIGURE A 
 

PERCENTAGE OF VOTES GAINED BY UNP AND SLFP 
 

Parliamentary General Elections 1947-2001 
 
 

 
Source: Table 3 
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FIGURE A1 
 

PERCENTAGE OF VOTES GAINED BY UNP AND SLFP/PA 
 

Parliamentary General Elections 1947-2001 
 
 

 
Source: Table 8 



 34

FIGURE B 
 

PERCENTAGE OF SEATS WON BY UNP AND SLFP/PA 
 

Parliamentary General Elections 1947-2001 
 
 

 
Source: Table 3 
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FIGURE C 

 
TOTAL NUMBER OF SEATS WON BY UNP & SLFP/PA 

 
Parliamentary General Elections 1994-2001 

 
 

 
Source: Table 4 
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FIGURE D 

 
VOTER PARTICIPATION � PERCENTAGE OF VOTES CAST 

 
Parliamentary General Elections 1947-2001 

Presidential Elections 1982-1999 
 

 
 

 
Source: Table 6 
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FIGURE E* 

 
PERCENTAGE VOTES CAST FOR UNP & SLFP BY ELECTORAL DISTRICTS 

 
Western Province 

 
 

 
 
Source: Tables 1 & 2 for all data (8 Provinces) in Figure E 
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FIGURE E* 
 

PERCENTAGE VOTES CAST FOR UNP & SLFP BY ELECTORAL DISTRICTS 
 

Central Province 
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FIGURE E 

 
PERCENTAGE VOTES CAST FOR UNP & SLFP BY ELECTORAL DISTRICTS 

 
Southern Province 
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FIGURE E 

 
PERCENTAGE VOTES CAST FOR UNP & SLFP BY ELECTORAL DISTRICTS 

 
Eastern Province 

 
 

 
Source: Tables 1 & 2 for all Provinces
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FIGURE E 

 
PERCENTAGE VOTES CAST FOR UNP & SLFP BY ELECTORAL DISTRICTS 

 
North-western Province 
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FIGURE E 

 
PERCENTAGE VOTES CAST FOR UNP & SLFP BY ELECTORAL DISTRICTS 

 
North-Central Province 
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FIGURE E 

 
PERCENTAGE VOTES CAST FOR UNP & SLFP BY ELECTORAL DISTRICTS 

 
Uva Province 

 
 

 



 44

 
FIGURE E 

 
PERCENTAGE VOTES CAST FOR UNP & SLFP BY ELECTORAL DISTRICTS 

 
Sabaragamuwa Province 

 
 

 


