
 1 

UPPSALA UNIVERSITY    

Department of Government 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    Political Science C, Thesis 10 p. 

    Autumn 2007 

    Author: Erika Beckman 

    Supervisor: Hans Blomkvist 

    Department of Government 

    Uppsala University, Sweden 

Word count: 13 999 

Pages: 37 

 

The impact of ethnic homogeneity on voter 

turnout in Sri Lanka- a study of voter turnout 

at district level  



 2 

 

Table of Contents  

 

1. Introduction     3 

1.1 Background     3 

1.2 Problematization of the issue    4 

1.3 Aim of the paper     5 

1.4 Prior research on ethnicity and voter turnout   5 

1.5 Theoretical approach       9 

1.5.1 Choice of theory and study object    9 

1.5.2 Theoretical delimitations    9 

1.6 Hypothesis      10 

1.7 Critique of sources     12 

2. Method       13 

2.1 The case study     13 

2.1.1 Selecting the case of Sri Lanka    13 

2.2 Operationalization of the theory    13 

3. Discussion of results     15 

3.1 Population and ethnicity in Sri Lanka   15 

3.2 Voter turnout in Sri Lanka    19 

3.3 Comparison population and voter turnout in Sri Lanka  25 

3.3.1 Comparison Sinhalese population concentration and VT figures 23 

4. Conclusions and discussion    33 

4.1 Conclusion of the comparison    33 

5. Bibliography     36 

5.1 Printed sources     36 

5.2 Internet sources     37 

5.3 Other sources      37 

5.4 List of interviewees     37 

6. Appendices     38 

 

 

 

 



 3 

1. Introduction  

1.1 Background 

Sri Lanka is an island that has been plagued by tensions and ethnic conflict for decades. There 

are scholars who claim that the ethnic rivalries go back many centuries. The most violent 

period of the ethnic conflict in Sri Lanka’s recent history erupted in 1983 with the outbreak of 

anti-Tamil riots which led to repercussions not seen before. Since then, various attempts at 

peace negotiations have been made and a ceasefire agreement was signed in 2002, but despite 

this ethnic rivalries continue to cause instability and insecurity on the island. 

 

Sri Lanka has been called “the most complex plural societies in any part of the world”
 1

. This 

statement holds true when considering that the island hosts three large ethnic groups; 

Sinhalese, Tamils and Muslims, and four of the world’s major religions; Buddhism, 

Hinduism, Islam and Christianity. With such a composition and extensive influence from 

three colonial powers- the Portuguese, the Dutch and the British, who first entered the island 

in the 16
th

 century and introduced different administrative and judicial systems, religious 

practices and singled-out different ethnic groups to form an elite rule on the island during 

their colonial reign, it is undoubted that the implications can still be felt today.  

 

Suffrage was introduced in Sri Lanka in 1931. This made Sri Lanka the first British colony to 

enjoy the privilege of universal suffrage
2
, only two years after Britain itself had achieved 

universal suffrage after decades of agitation and pressure from popular groups. This was 

highly revolutionary and set into the colonial context it was yet to take another 21 years 

before the Crown colony India held its first election. Since 1931, 20 legislative and 

presidential elections and one referendum have been held in Sri Lanka, where voter turnout 

figures has gone from 64% in 1947 to an average participation of 75% in the 21
st
 century

3
. 

Though voter turnout tends to be steadily declining in most democratic countries
4
, Sri Lanka 

has maintained high turnout results in all national elections. 

 

However, the high voter turnout figure can be deceptive unless you look deeper into the actual 

distribution of figures between different districts on the island as they vary greatly. There are 

certain areas within districts that have had none or one voter cast their votes on election day
5
. 

This is of interest as it signifies that although voter turnout figures for national elections are 

generally high when looking at all-island results, there is a deeper truth behind these figures 

that reveal a number of districts with significantly low turnout figures.  

 

The districts where the turnout rate is the lowest and varies the most between national 

elections is in the Tamil populated districts and districts with other minority groups
6
. In the 

last election, a boycott by the Tamil population called upon by LTTE leaders, was said to 

have been the reason for the extremely low turnout in the Tamil populated districts in the 

North and East. However, the varying voter turnout figures for different districts gives 

                                                 
1
 De Silva; 1998:7. 

2
 Though it is commonly said that universal suffrage was introduced in Sri Lanka in 1931, the fact is that the 

Indian Tamils were excluded from this “universal” suffrage, and did not gain the right until the 1940’s when they 

were granted full citizenship by the Sri Lankan state. Therefore, the first election that the Indian Tamils were 

able to cast their votes in was in the Parliamentary election of 1947. 
3
 Results- DVD from Electoral Commission, Sri Lanka.   

4
 Niemi and Weisberg; 2001:31. 

5
 1.2% voted in the Jaffna district in the presidential elections of 2005, one person in total from the Kilinochchi 

area. From comparing data on district level, Results- DVD from Electoral Commission, Sri Lanka.   
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indications that some ethnic groups in Sri Lanka are less inclined to go to the polls on election 

day and in this context, it is of interest to look deeper into the correlation between ethnic 

composition in the districts of Sri Lanka and voter turnout.  

 

 

1.2 Problematizion of the issue 

Political participation is a broad term and often used to explain how individuals and groups 

actively engage in governmental and political processes that affect their lives. This includes 

both involvement in decision-making as well as acts of opposition, voting, standing for office, 

campaigning for a political party, signing petitions, attending demonstrations etc.
7
 Voter 

turnout is just one dimension of political participation but is an indicator that can be measured 

in terms of percentage and more easily compared to other data. 

 

Voter turnout in Sri Lanka is high, with an average election drawing 73,8% of the voting-age 

population to the polls
8
, but has fluctuated between the national elections and, more 

interestingly, varies between the different districts. Sri Lanka is made up of nine regions and 

25 administrative districts, where 22 of these are situated in the Sinhala-dominated areas and 

the three other districts are in Tamil areas. The administrative districts, in turn, are divided 

into 22 electoral districts for the purpose of administering the elections
9
. All of Sri Lanka is 

administered by the Electoral Commission in Colombo.   

 

In general, the different ethnic groups inhabit different areas and districts of the island which 

has deep historical roots connected to the trade routes and ports established by visiting traders, 

the import of manpower during colonial times and the spawning conflict that has propelled 

relocation of the population and cemented ethnic segregation. The Sinhalese inhabitants, who 

number 75% of the nation’s population, mainly inhabit the central and southern parts of Sri 

Lanka while the Tamils
10

 live in the North and North East, while the Muslims also reside in 

the East. It is commonly said that the Tamil population is to a lesser extent taking part in 

polling on election day
11

 and therefore it is of interest to see how voter turnout figures 

correlate to the ethnic composition in the districts and whether it can be established that some 

ethnic groups are less inclined to vote on election day.   

 

Therefore, I will be comparing different sets of data over time, specifically by looking at 

which districts have a higher voter turnout rate and which ethnic groups has a majority of 

their population residing in the specific district. The conclusion would be of interest to 

scholars and practitioners alike, as the different political parties in Sri Lanka under the current 

“list PR-system”
12

 are interested to enlist as many voters as possible from across ethnic 

boundaries and divisions in order to safeguard a position as ruling party/candidate. The same 

goes for presidential elections. The result would in other words be of importance for all 

political parties and candidates in Sri Lanka who wish to understand the mechanism of voting 

behaviour and take steps to improve the political participation in certain geographic areas or 

                                                 
7
 http://uk.geocities.com/balihar_sanghera/saspoliticalparticipation.html 

8 International IDEA; Turnout in the world- Country by Country performance. 

http://ww.idea.int/vt/survey/voter_turnout_pop2.cfm 
9
 For further explanation of the administrative versus electoral districts, see 6.1 Appendix 1. 

10
 Appx. 16% of the population. 

11
 Interview with Mr Dissanyake, Electoral Commissioner. 

12
 List PR-system = List Proportional Representation system. The List PR system is used for parliamentary 

elections, while the electoral system for president is Single Vote. 

http://uk.geocities.com/balihar_sanghera/saspoliticalparticipation.html
http://ww.idea.int/vt/survey/voter_turnout_pop2.cfm
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by certain ethnic groups who are less represented when it comes to voter turnout on national 

level elections.  

 

 

1.3 Aim of the paper 

The aim is to study if the ethnic composition has an impact on voter turnout on district level 

in Sri Lanka. In other words, the paper sets out to test the theories of Geys and Hill to see 

whether ethnic homogeneity in a district has an impact on voter turnout and whether a large 

concentration of minority population in a district impacts turnout figures.  

 

I will operationalize Geys and Hill’s theories that voter turnout is higher in areas of ethnic 

homogeneity and lower in areas where there is a larger concentration of minority population, 

by posing two hypothesises and seeing if they can be verified by the data gathered. This will 

be done by comparing figures of ethnic composition and voter turnout on district level, in 

order to see how the ethnic composition in the districts correlates to patterns of voter turnout 

and concluding whether this can be said to be an explaining factor.  

 

 

1.4 Prior research on ethnicity and voter turnout 

There is abundant research done on voting behaviour and reasons for voter turnout, 

specifically focusing on the political participation of the North American population. Lipset 

and Rokkan were two of the earliest researchers to look deeper into voter behaviour in the 

1960’s, and much research has stemmed from their conclusions. Lipset and Rokkan argued in 

regards to their social cleavage model
13

, that “ethnic belonging impacts political participation 

in ethnically divided societies
14

”
15

. They argued that voting behaviour correlates to divisions 

in society, for ex. in regards to region, religion, class belonging, ethnicity, language and 

culture
16

. Therefore, a voters background and alignment with a cleavage will influence the 

way the voter votes, as well as if the voter goes to vote on election day or not.  

 

In 1974, Verba and Nie created the classical Standard Socio-economic Model for explaining 

political participation, which concludes that people with higher education, more income, and 

professional, or “white-collar jobs” are more likely to have a higher political participation.  

 

Subsequent studies in different countries over time have affirmed Verba and Nie’s findings 

that political participation in general and voting in particular is unevenly distributed between 

individuals from different social and demographic tiers. Age, sex and country of origin also 

correlate to a higher activity in the political sphere.
17

 There have also been studies on the 

impact of such variables as social class, religion and language. Lijpharts classical study of 

religious, linguistic and class-voting shows that social class and religion are important 

                                                 
13

 Lipset and Rokkan’s put forth their Social Cleavage Model in the 1960’s, which in short is the division of 

voters into voting blocks where a voter aligns with a party or the politics closest to this/her own position. Lipset 

and Rokkan identified four basic cleavages in Western Europe after the Industrial Revolution: Centre-Periphery, 

State-Church, Urban-Rural (or industrial-agricultural economy) and Employer-Worker. Lipset and Rokkan argue 

that a voter will opt for a certain party or politics according to his/her own alignment with the above mentioned 

cleavages. (Lipset and Rokkan, 1967; 15.) 
14

 Ethnically divided societies is by Lipset and Rokkan defined according to Horowitz traditional definition; 

where the population and labour market is ethnically segmented. 
15

 Lipset and Rokkan, 1967; 33. 
16

 Lipset and Rokkan, 1967; 34. 
17

 Verba and Nie; 1978; 32. 
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determinants of political participation
18

. Rosenstone’s study on economic adversity and voter 

turnout in the US show that unemployment, poverty and a decline in financial well-being 

suppresses political participation to a significant degree as it “reduces a person’s capacity to 

attend to politics.”
19

. However, Rosenstone also acknowledges Schlozman and Verba’s 

argument that economic problems simultaneously increases the opportunity costs of political 

participation as many people under economic strain put the blame on the government for their 

situation and vote, organize, lobby and protest in order to redress their grievances
20

. Lipset in 

his research explained the phenomenon this way: “Groups subject to economic pressures with 

which individuals cannot cope, such as inflation, depression, monopolistic exploitation, or 

structural changes in the economy, might also be expected to turn to government action as a 

solution and to show a high voting average.”
21

  

 

There have also been studies done on other factors such as tracing the impact of divorce on 

voter turnout
22

, marital status; single and inner-city parents
23

 and urban poor
24

. However, the 

majority of studies on voter turnout tend to focus on single socio-economic factors and less 

often put into context with other variables.  

 

In his review of aggregate level research, Geys examines impacting factors on voter turnout in 

order to try and explain why people turn out to cast their votes. The factors are categorized in 

three different variables; socio-economic, political and institutional variables
25

.
26

 Included in 

the group socio-economic variables for voter turnout, are studies conducted on previous 

turnout levels, population size, population concentration, population stability and population 

homogeneity; in regards to the income factor and the ethnic factor. In Geys study of 83 

aggregate-level turnout studies, he found that the majority of studies have focused on the 

aspect of population size and population concentration, while less focus has been on studies of 

population homogeneity, specifically in regards to the impact of ethnic homogeneity on voter 

turnout
27

.  

 

Previous studies on the impact of ethnicity on voter turnout have rendered varying results. 

Geys suggests from his research that population stability can be expected to increase voter 

turnout rates in most countries, as a stable population increases feelings of identification and 

group solidarity and this social cohesion produces a “social pressure” towards voting. His 

second argument is that residing in the same area for a longer period of time tends to raise a 

persons knowledge of local issues, candidates and what is at stake and that they are therefore 

more inclined to vote. This in turn leads to lower “information costs” for the voter. Thirdly, 

Geys argues that migration of a population may lead to an area losing potential voters as they 

live elsewhere and do not participate to the same extent in the politics of their home country 

nor cast their vote. From this, Geys draws the conclusion that “political participation in 

                                                 
18

 Lijphart. 1979; 442. 
19

 Rosenstone. 1982; 25. 
20

 Schlozman and Verba. 1979; 12-19. 
21

 Lipset. 1960; 192. 
22

 Sandell and Plutzer. 2005. 
23

 Plutzer and Wiefek. 2006. 
24

 Dietz. 2000. 
25

 Geys. 2006; 637. 
26

 Holmerg’s and Oscarsson’s categorization of reasons for voter turnout is more or less the same but uses 

different terms; Institutional factors, Individual factors (by Geys termed Socio-economic variables) and 

Contextual factors (by Geys termed Political variables). (Holmberg and Oscarsson, 2004;18) I have chosen to 

adopt the terms of Geys as I believe they more clearly define voter turnout.   
27

 Geys. 2006; 642 and 645. 
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communities with a high degree of socio-economic, racial or ethnic homogeneity should be 

higher than in areas where this is not the case”
28

.  

 

Geys has a strong opponent to his argument in Zimmer who proposes the opposite; that 

heterogeneity increases voter turnout
29

. Zimmer argues that because the diverse segments of 

the population are different in nature, it is difficult for any one party to be equally appealing 

to all voters, which increases competition between the parties thus producing a higher voter 

turnout. In other words, heterogeneity increases the expected benefits of voting. His second 

argument is that heterogeneity increases social pressures within the different subgroups
30

 to 

vote. The reason for this is that when a government only performs redistributive actions
31

, the 

possible benefits of redistribution are largest for the group with the most political power. 

Voting is a way to increase the political power of one’s group. In other words, heterogeneity 

in a society increases voter turnout as benefits are larger for the heterogeneous group.
32

  

 

There has been studies conducted on ethnic minority voting in different contexts, many 

focusing on the effect of race in the US, i.e. if a minority group such as the African Americans 

are less likely to vote than the majority group in the country. The empirical results tend to 

support the hypothesis that “turnout is lower where the share of the minority in the population 

is higher”.
33

 In Hajnal and Louch’s study on race and ethnicity in California’s Initiative 

process, they conclude that Latinos and Asian Americans in California have a lower turnout 

rates than whites
34

.  

 

Hill has studied the relation between ethnic minorities and turnout figures and found an 

interesting correlation. In his study on turnout of majority and minority districts in the 1996 

US House Elections he found that there is a significantly negative relationship between the 

percentage of a congressional district that is black and its voter turnout figures. With each one 

percent rise in the black population, turnout figures drop with 1/3 percent. Hill found the same 

correlation between turnout and the Hispanic composition in a district
35

. Hill concludes from 

his empirical evidence that mixed majority-minority districts, where blacks and Hispanics 

make up more than 50% of the population, have a depressed turnout
36

. Hill comes to the 

conclusion that the ethnic composition in an electoral district have significant effects on voter 

turnout. However, Hill is also clear to point out that it is difficult to make generalizations 

about “minority” turnout or the effects of race and ethnicity on voting nationwide without 

taking into consideration regional differences
37

 and withholds that majority-black 

congressional districts “make little difference in influencing black turnout [on a nationwide 

level]”
38

.  

 

                                                 
28

 Geys. 2006; 644-645. 
29

 Zimmer. 1976; 689. 
30

 or ethnic groups. 
31

 See the classic Meltzer-Richard model. 
32

 According to Zimmer’s study, heterogeneity studies are mostly operationalized through a Herfindahl-

Hirschmann concentration index (HHI), an index that was originally developed in industrial economics to 

measure concentration within an industry. In the above mentioned studies it has been used to measure how 

homogeneous a community is.  
33

 Geys. 2006; 645. 
34

 Hajnal and Louch. 2001;4. 
35

 For each one percent rise in the Hispanic population, turnout drops with 0.68% 
36

 Hill, 1999; 2, 5. 
37

 Hill, 1999; 2. 
38

 Hill, 1999; 2. 
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Although Hill’s study is a contribution to the debate on the creation and modification of 

congressional districts in the US in an attempt of partisan gerrymandering, his conclusions on 

turnout in regards to the minority-majority ethnic composition of districts is still interesting. 

He withholds that the creation of minority-majority districts “serves to decrease turnout” and 

that ethnic composition of a district has significant effects on voter turnout
39

.  

 

Swain elaborates on the correlation between ethnic composition and voter turnout in her study 

on the representation of African Americans in Congress, where she argues that majority black 

districts does not create much incentive for voter participation in general elections, 

specifically because “the partisan outcomes are pre-determined” and therefore these districts 

tend to have an overall lower voter turnout
40

.  

 

Moreover, Leighly hypothesises that racial diversity
41

 is associated with lower levels of voter 

turnout. Leighly proves this by using aggregate data from the 1950s, 1980s and 1990’s
42

.  

 

Another researcher, Key, also claimed the centrality of race to electoral politics
43

, which is 

further explored by Leighly who see that this is broadly applicable to American politics, 

though it has taken different forms in different eras
44

. Burnham, in turn, argues that the 

significance of race is most evident at the state and local levels, as the political system is more 

likely to reflect the geographic concentration of minority groups there
45

. However, according 

to Leighly there is no systematic evidence that these historical patterns continue to structure 

electoral politics
46

.  

 

Elazar’s research argues along the same lines as Lipset and Rokkan, that politics in the states 

are significantly influenced by their political subcultures. He attributes different political 

processes and outcomes to dominant cultural values. These values derive from a state’s 

dominant ethnic and religious groups
47

. He argues that a dominant ethnic or religious group 

will “have an undivided interest, in which the citizens cooperate in an effort to create and 

maintain the best government in order to implement certain shared moral principles”
48

. Elazar 

concludes that such common interests are more likely to be found where individuals are less 

ethnically divided. In sum, political participation is spawned by a state’s dominant ethnic or 

religious group, specifically in a more homogeneous context.  

 

From this viewpoint, it is of interest to study how ethnic composition impacts voter turnout in 

another diverse context; Sri Lanka. If Elazar’s theory would hold true, this would mean that it 

would be in the interest of the dominant ethnic group on Sri Lanka, the Sinhalese, to maintain 

the best government according to their belief, and with this perspective, they would also have 

more incentives for going to the polls on election day.  

 

 

 

                                                 
39

 Hill, 1999; 8. 
40

 Swain , 1995; 13. 
41

 I.e. he relative proportions of the population consisting of different racial groups. 
42

 Leighly and Hill. 1999;275. 
43

 Key. 1949; 254-255. 
44

 Leighly and Hill. 1999;277. 
45

 Burnham. 1974; 655. 
46

 Leighly and Hill. 1999;278. 
47

 Elazar. 1994; 15. 
48

 Elazar. 1984; 112. 
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1.5 Theoretical approach    

1.5.1 Choice of theory and study object 

The reason for choosing to study voter turnout in Sri Lanka is that the island has a long 

tradition of elections and has had high turnout figures since the first recorded elections. 

Therefore, it will be possible to study differences over time and see how the political 

developments in the island have played a part in influencing and shaping the electoral politics 

and the voters.  

 

Sri Lanka is also a interesting case to research from the perspective that ethnic divisions, 

conflict and war has plagued the island for decades, playing specifically on the ethnic, 

religious and linguistic divisions between the inhabitants. Therefore, it is interesting to see 

whether any significant differences in turnout on election day can be detected and what 

plausible factor could explain any deviations.  

 

My aim in this thesis is to join together and test the hypothesises specifically of Geys and 

Hill’s research; that ethnic composition of an electoral district impacts voter turnout in 

divided societies. The reason for wanting to test these two theories is that in my first review of 

election data for Sri Lanka could see a tendency that turnout seemed to vary throughout the 

island and were significantly lower in certain areas mainly inhabited by minority groups. 

From this, and the early finding that no exit polls have been conducted in Sri Lanka to 

establish the ethnic origin of voters, Geys theory of ethnically homogeneous electoral districts 

having higher turnout rates seemed a fitting theory to test. Also, population statistics and voter 

turnout figures were straightforwardly available. Furthermore, from the perspective that Geys 

theory was set in a US context, it would be interesting to see whether the theory could prove 

true for another ethnically divided, non-Western country.  

 

When reviewing the election data, I could see a tendency that Tamil populated districts 

seemed to have lesser turnout on election day and therefore decided to explore Hill’s theory 

that a higher concentration of a minority group in an electoral district will invoke depressed 

turnout figures. It would be of interest to see whether Hill’s theory could hold true for the Sri 

Lankan context too, where the ethnic groups tend to live highly divided from each other. 

 

My final reason for choosing to study voter turnout in Sri Lanka is that in my review of 

previous research on the subject of ethnicity and voter turnout, I have so far not come across a 

study that has solely focused on the impact of ethnic belonging on voter turnout in an 

ethnically divided society that is currently in a state of on-going conflict or war
49

. This aspect 

is interesting to look at as the conflict itself sets the context in which elections are held and 

probably also affects voter turnout. However, this will not be tested in this study, but is 

interesting to keep in mind when looking at the correlation as the ethnicity issue is both the 

root and the fire of the conflict in the island.  

 

 

1.5.2 Theoretical delimitations 

Due to limitations as to the length of the paper, this thesis will not explore other possible 

factors that are connected to the ethnic dimension of the Lankese population such as religion, 

language or class/caste belonging. This is also due to the fact that data on voting behaviour 

according to class or caste belonging is not available. Religious affiliation more or less 

                                                 
49

 The ethnic-conflict-defined dimension. 
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correlates with the ethnic belonging; Tamils being Hindu, Sinhalese being Buddhists and the 

Sri Lankan Moors being Muslim. The Burghers are Christians. Language follows along the 

same lines: Tamils speak Tamil, Sinhalese Sinhalla, while Moors mainly speak Tamil. The 

Burghers are English-speaking. Defining how culture impacts voting behaviour is “too broad” 

to explore in this paper and renders an explanation as to what is included in the term culture.  

 

This paper will neither explore the impact of other socio-economic factors that are often used 

to explain voter turnout, such as previous turnout levels, population size and population 

stability. I will also for reasons of limitation not venture into the possible political nor 

institutional variables that may affect voter turnout, such as the impact of the Lankese 

electoral system, concurrent or proximity of elections, registration requirements and other 

political or institutional factors. The reason for this is the limited scope of the paper, but it is 

certain that a number of these factors might well have an impact on voter turnout and might 

be secondary or concurrent explanatory factors for the variation in voter turnout.  

 

In order to be able to analyse different data sets of elections over time and to limit the figures 

and tables of comparison, this paper only analyzes elections on national level in Sri Lanka, i.e. 

only parliamentary and presidential elections. The Election Commission of Sri Lanka does 

however have sufficient and reliable statistics of voter turnout at local level elections as well, 

but I have for reasons of clarification decided not to include them in my paper as local level 

elections are often held at different times and even in different years. 

 

 

1.6 Hypothesis  

Theory: 

The background for examining voter turnout in Sri Lanka is Lipset and Rokkan’s theory from 

1967, where they argue that ethnic belonging impacts voter turnout in ethnically divided 

societies
50

. This argument came from their construction of the Social Cleavage Model
51

, a 

model of social division which divides voters into different voting blocks where the voter 

aligns with a party or the politics of a party in accordance to the voter’s own position. Lipset 

and Rokkan further found in their research that voter behaviour in an ethnically divided 

society correlates to the same divisions in society for ex. in regards to region, religion, class 

belonging, ethnicity, language and culture. 

 

For specific support in building my hypothesises, I will use the theories developed by Geys 

and Hill’s in their research, who argue that different ethnic groups participate to different 

extent in elections. Geys argues explicitly that social cohesion increases group solidarity and 

“social pressure” and that therefore, political participation, including voter turnout, will be 

higher in communities with a higher degree of ethnic or racial homogeneity. Hill has in his 

research seen similar evidence that supplements Geys theory; that voter turnout is lower in 

areas where the ethnic minority group has a higher concentration
52

. Hill has found that there is 

a significantly negative relationship between the percentage of a minority population and its 

voter turnout figures. He has found that with each one percent rise in the minority population, 

there is a distinct drop in turnout within the district, which he concludes to mean that racial or 

                                                 
50

 Lipset and Rokkan, 1967; 11. 
51

 Lipset and Rokkan identified four basic cleavages in society that they argue are valid for post-industrial 

nations; Centre-Periphery, State-Church, Urban-Rural (or industrial-agricultural economy) and Employer-

Worker. Lipset and Rokkan, 1967; 15. 
52

 Geys. 2006; 644-645. 
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ethnic diversity in a district leads to lower voter turnout rates
53

. I will test Geys and Hill’s 

hypothesis on the case of Sri Lanka in order to see if I can determine a correlation between 

ethnic homogeneity and voter turnout in a district. 

 

Hypothesis:  

My hypothesis is twofold, but is summed up in the figure below. 

 

 
 

The hypothesis is for clarification divided into two, each leaning on the specific theories of 

Geys and Hill. The first hypothesis is formulated from Geys theory of ethnically 

homogeneous electoral districts having higher voter turnout: 

 

 
    

I.e. the ethnic composition in a district will impact whether the population in the specific 

district votes on election day. In an ethnically homogenous district the population is more 

inclined to vote as a homogeneous ethnic composition provides stability and security on 

election day and the overall rate of confidence for the election and the ensuing results is 

higher than in ethnically heterogeneous districts.  

 

This will be further investigated by looking at the specific correlation between the variables 

Sinhalese population concentration and voter turnout figures. This will be done in a regression 

analysis. As the Sinhalese population is the majority population in Sri Lanka, a regression 

analysis of this population group and voter turnout figures is relevant as it could further 

support the thesis above. I.e. the variable Sinhalese population concentration will function as 

a variable to find evidence for the thesis presented above.  

 

The second hypothesis will be used complimentarily to explain any deviations from the above 

hypothesis, and is formulated from Hill’s theory that electoral districts with a higher 

concentration of minority population will have depressed voter turnout figures: 

 
 

I.e. districts with a higher concentration of minority population will have lower voter turnout 

figures than districts inhabited mainly by the majority ethnic group and only a smaller 

                                                 
53

 Hill, 1999; 8. 

Depressed turnout figures 

Higher rate of voter turnout 

Voter turnout rate Ethnic composition of a district 

Ethnically homogeneous districts  

Higher concentration of minority 

population in a district 
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concentration of minorities. More explicitly, districts with a substantial concentration of 

Tamils, Moor or other ethnic minority group, will show proof of a drop in turnout figures.
54

  

 

 

1.7 Critique of sources 

In regards to the data gathered from the Electoral Commission and the Department of Census 

and Statistics (DCS) in Colombo, Sri Lanka, the sources have proven reliable. DCS have been 

keeping socio-economic statistics since 1881, and have since the late 1940’s recorded specific 

populative data in regards to ethnic origins, religion, migration, labour, employment, 

communications, transport, public health, education etc. Since 1981, an annual statistical 

abstract is printed with updated figures regarding the population and since the 1990’s all data 

is also available on the departments’ webpage
55

. A full population count is done every ten 

years, but has due to the mounting ethnic violence not been possible to perform in certain 

northern and eastern districts. Therefore, the figures for some districts in regards to population 

is in my study based on the figures from the 1981 population census.  

 

The Electoral Commission (EC) in Colombo, who administers all elections on the island, have 

gathered data surrounding the islands elections since 1947. Their data corresponds to most 

other data found published by such institutes as International IDEA and other electoral 

institutes who have aided in the election process. However, I have noticed a few irregularities 

in regards to the data given for the parliamentary election of 1947. The irregularities consist 

of the number of votes cast superseding the number of registered voters in three minor 

districts. It has not been possible to obtain an answer that explains this, but the number was 

marginal so I have used the figures given by the EC anyhow.  

 

 

                                                 
54

 A “substantial concentration” is considered any ethnic minority group whose numbers in the specific district 

supersede that of the country’s majority population, in other words, the Sinhalese.  
55

 Department of Census and Statistics: http://www.statistics.gov.lk/index.asp  

http://www.statistics.gov.lk/index.asp
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2. Method  

2.1 The case study 

2.1.1 Selecting the case of Sri Lanka 

The reason for deciding to specifically look at the case of Sri Lanka is because it has a 

remarkable historical background with long periods of colonization and imposed governance 

by a foreign power. Yet, Sri Lanka was also the first British colony to introduce universal 

suffrage in 1931 and therefore has held a number of elections until today. Sri Lanka is by the 

Democracy Index considered to be a democracy, albeit with some flaws
56

, and has been self-

governed since 1948 when political independence was given by the British. During the time 

of colonization of the British an ethnic elite was formed in the island to hold certain public 

offices and positions. The British singled out the Tamil population to be educated and to hold 

certain public offices and positions. This was the igniting factor of the ensuing ethnic conflict. 

 

Sri Lanka with its three large ethnic groups and the on-going conflict that is rooted in ethnic 

dimensions, serves an interesting case to study ethnic homogeneity and voter turnout results. 

If the correlation is found to be true, it would be of interest to both the ruling and opposing 

parties and candidates as there is a scramble for all to mobilize more voters on election day. 

Until today, there seems to be a larger voter apathy among the Tamil population, irrespective 

of where they are residing and it is of interest to find out why. 

 

Lastly, most studies on voter turnout and voting behaviour have been carried out in a Western 

European or US context, and therefore it would be of interest to try and transfer these theories 

and test if they are valid for another contextual backdrop with its specific ethnically divided 

society.  

 

 

2.2 Operationalization of the theory 

To operationalize the theories of Geys and Hill, I will divide the data sets from the three 

election years to be studied and apply my hypothesis. I will then compare the results gained 

and draw conclusions as to whether Geys and Hill’s theories can be said to hold true for the 

Sri Lankan context.  

 

My first hypothesis that ethnically homogeneous districts in Sri Lanka will have a higher rate 

of voter turnout will be operationalized by first discussing the ethnic populations in Sri Lanka 

and proceeding to define homogeneity and heterogeneity. Initially, I intended to use a tool 

sometimes used for showing homogeneity/heterogeneity of a society or province, called the 

Herfindahl-Hirschmann concentration index (HHI). The HHI has been used when analyzing 

the correlation between homogeneity of a society and voter turnout, mainly in the US. 

However, this tool did not prove useful for my data, as according to the HHI all districts in Sri 

Lanka would be categorized as heterogeneous. For the purpose of the study and to be able to 

show the actual variation of ethnic composition according to each district, I have instead 

opted for defining homogeneity in a simpler way by looking at the population concentration 

of the largest ethnic group in each district and thus defining which district is homogeneous or 

not. 

 

                                                 
56

 Sri Lanka rates number 57 on the Democracy Index of 2007, with a score of 6,58. (The Economist) 
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I will then draw up a comparative table with figures analyzing the ethnic composition in the 

25 administrative districts of the island of Sri Lanka
57

 to see the homogeneity/heterogeneity of 

the districts and then proceed to define “lower” and higher” voter turnout and insert the data 

from three different elections on national level (1947, 1982 and 2005) in new comparative 

tables. The data taken from three elections on national level will span over a time-frame of 58 

years in order to see whether any significant trends or changes can be detected. I will then 

investigate the correlation between the specific variable Sinhalese population concentration 

and voter turnout in order to see whether the correlation between the more general variable 

ethnic homogeneity and voter turnout can be supported. 

 

My second hypothesis builds on the results of the first hypothesis; that a higher concentration 

of minority population in a district will lead to a drop in turnout figures. This hypothesis will 

be operationalized by analyzing the outcome from the first data sets and drawing conclusions 

as to whether this hypothesis could prove valid for the Sri Lankan context. I will, however, 

not calculate the correlation in percentage due to the limited scope of this paper. I will 

thereafter draw conclusions. 

 

The reason for choosing to observe three data sets between the years 1947 and 2005 is that the 

EC of Sri Lanka has only been keeping statistics of elections since 1947 even though elections 

have been held since 1931. I have therefore chosen the first election with available statistics 

(the parliamentary election of 1947- which was less than a year before the island gained 

independence from Great Britain), and the last one (the presidential election in 2005) in order 

to be able to look for any variations or significant deviations over time. These also correlate 

well with the national population census made in 1946 and lastly in 2001. I have then decided 

to look at an election between these dates and opted for the 1982 presidential election as a 

national population census was made the year before. If I was to look at the mid-mark of these 

dates, I would have opted for the 1977 parliamentary election but decided I wanted to have as 

up to date population census figures as possible when comparing with the election results and 

therefore chose the next election after. The early 1980’s is also an interesting period to 

analyze, as the political situation was deteriorating on the island and a referendum was held in 

1982 after a plot was discovered to overthrow the government. Less than a year after the most 

violent period of the ethnic conflict in Sri Lanka erupted with the outbreak of anti-Tamil riots 

which led to many civilians being killed.  

 

                                                 
57

 As the administrative and electoral districts do not correlate (there are 25 administrative districts and 22 

electoral districts) I will have to redistribute the population statistics into a table that matches the electoral 

districts to be able to compare the data. Please see 6.1 Appendix 1 for further explanation of the division of 

districts. 
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3. Discussion of results 

3.1 Population and ethnicity in Sri Lanka 

Sri Lanka is inhabited by a mix of ethnic groups; the Sinhalese (both Low-country Sinhalese 

and Kandyan Sinhalese- originating from different parts of the island), the Tamils  both 

Ceylon Tamils and Indian Tamils), Sri Lankan Moors, Indian Moors, Burghers, Malays, Sri 

Lankan Chettys, Barathas, Veddahs and a number of Europeans who settled during colonial 

times, as well as Asians living and working on the island. The largest ethnic group is the 

Sinhalese, who account for approx. 75% of the population and currently mainly inhabit the 

central, western and southern parts. The other large ethnic group is the Tamils, accounting for 

almost 16% of the population
58

, mainly concentrated in the eastern and northern parts for 

political reasons, and the Sri Lankan Moors who are Sunni Muslim Lankese natives and 

mainly live in the same areas as to where the Tamils are concentrated, as well as in the 

Kandyan area. All other ethnic groups account for less than one percent of the population in 

the last population census.  

 

There has been much dispute over the origin of the Tamils due to political reasons and the 

Tamil struggle for an autonomous or independent North, the Tamil Eelam. The Tamil 

population is usually distinguished into two groups; the Ceylon Tamils, who are descended 

from the Tamils of the old Jaffna kingdom and who migrated to the East coast to pursue the 

fishing industry and carry out trade. The Indian Tamils or Hill Country Tamils, arrived all 

through the 19
th

 century as labour force from India to work in the tea and coffee plantations 

set up by the British in the hills in the central highlands of the island, contributing to making 

Sri Lanka one of the main tea producers in British East India. These groups have historically 

distinguished themselves as separate communities, partly due to having differing caste 

systems and therefore not intermarrying or interacting on a large scale, but since 

independence, a greater sense of common Tamil identity has grown forth and the two groups 

are today very supportive of each other, though they do not all share the same visions for an 

autonomous or independent Tamil state.  

 

Historically, the Indian Tamils have been living in the central highlands of Sri Lanka, while 

the Ceylon Tamils have inhabited the eastern and northern parts of the island. The Indian 

Tamil population dropped dramatically between 1971 and 1981 (a more than 50% fall) mainly 

due to the repatriation of Indian citizens to India
59

. Also contributing to the drop in figures 

was that the fact that many Indian Tamils, after acquiring Sri Lankan citizenship, declared 

themselves as Sri Lankan Tamils.
 60

 In the wake of the civil war in the early 1980’s, many 

Indian Tamils from the central parts and the Colombo-area migrated to the North and the East 

in support of the overall Tamil objective of an autonomous Tamil Eelam and due to political 

oppression in other areas.  

 

To analyze any trends of population concentration in Sri Lanka over the specific years I set 

out to study, I will look closer at the ethnic composition in each of the districts in Sri Lanka 

and distinguish them as either heterogeneous or homogeneous. This is in order to more easily 

compare them with figures of voter turnout and be able draw conclusions concerning my first 

hypothesis. 

                                                 
58

 Data from the 1981 population census. The current figures regarding the Tamil population in Sri Lanka is a 

little uncertain as the last population census was made in 1981 in the Tamil areas. 
59

 It is estimated that approx. 600 000 Indian Tamils were returned to India under the Srimavo-Shastri Pact 

signed between India and Sri Lanka in 1964. 
60

 Prakasar; 45. 
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Geys has argued that voter turnout will be “higher in communities with a higher degree of 

ethnic or racial homogeneity”
 61

. His operationalization of homogeneity is based on the HHI, 

which has not proved useful when comparing population concentration in Sri Lanka. To find a 

useful classification and operationalization of population homogeneity, I have analyzed the 

ethnic population concentration in Sri Lanka for the three years I set out to study and 

concluded that the most logical and reasonable definition of homogeneity in this context is 

any ethnic group with a population concentration of more than 70% in a district. This will 

therefore be considered a homogeneous district. Any district with an ethnic group 

representing 69,9% or less of the population will be considered a heterogeneous district.  

 

Although this measurement can seem vague, I wanted a clear demarcation for what would be 

considered a more homogeneous population. A 51% population concentration limit could 

mean that there is another population group accounting for the other 49%, and therefore the 

limit needed to be higher in order to rule this out. When looking at the population data over 

the years, it is clear that a fair number of ethnic groups inhabit the island and that by drawing 

the limit at 70%, it would be a fair division whereby the majority ethnic groups would not get 

an evident advantage, ruling out the impact of minority groups. This is the reason I decided to 

not opt for a higher, 75% demarcation limit. However, as with all estimations, this could 

prove to impact the results in an unwanted manner.  

 

See table below for ethnic population distribution in Sri Lanka in 2001.
62

 

                                                 
61

 Geys. 2006; 644-645. 
62

 For a full comparison, see the population distribution for 1946, 1981 and 2001 that have been annexed in 6.1 

Appendix 3. 
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Table 1: Population by ethnic group and district, 2001 

 

Electoral district\ Ethnic 
group division* 

Sinhale
se Tamils 

SL 
Moor Burgher Malay SL Chetty Bharatha Others 

Total/ 
district 

1. Colombo 76,6% 12,1% 9,0% 0,7% 1,0% 0,1% 0,0% 0,5% 100,0% 

2. Gampaha 91,0% 3,5% 3,8% 0,5% 0,7% 0,3% 0,0% 0,1% 100,0% 

3. Kalutara 87,1% 3,9% 8,7% 0,1% 0,1% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

4. Mahanuwara  74,1% 12,2% 13,1% 0,2% 0,2% 0,0% 0,0% 0,2% 100,0% 

5. Matale 80,1% 10,8% 8,7% 0,1% 0,1% 0,0% 0,0% 0,1% 100,0% 

6. Nuwara-Eliya 40,2% 57,1% 2,4% 0,1% 0,2% 0,0% 0,0% 0,1% 100,0% 

7. Galle 94,4% 2,1% 3,5% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

8. Matara 94,2% 2,9% 2,9% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

9. Hambantota 97,1% 0,4% 1,1% 0,0% 1,4% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

10. Jaffna* 0,8% 97,6% 1,6% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

11. Vanni* 10,2% 75,6% 13,6% 0,1% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,6% 100,0% 

12. Batticaloa* 3,4% 72,0% 23,9% 0,7% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

13. Digamadulla  39,9% 18,5% 41,3% 0,2% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,1% 100,0% 

14. Trincomalee* 33,4% 36,4% 29,3% 0,5% 0,3% 0,0% 0,0% 0,1% 100,0% 

15. Kurunegala 91,9% 1,4% 6,5% 0,0% 0,1% 0,0% 0,0% 0,1% 100,0% 

16. Puttalam 73,7% 7,1% 18,8% 0,1% 0,2% 0,1% 0,0% 0,1% 100,0% 

17. Anuradhapura 90,7% 0,7% 8,3% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,2% 100,0% 

18. Polonnaruwa 90,4% 2,0% 7,5% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

19. Badulla 72,4% 22,2% 5,0% 0,1% 0,2% 0,0% 0,0% 0,1% 100,0% 

20. Moneragala 94,5% 3,3% 2,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,1% 100,0% 

21. Rathnapura 86,8% 11,0% 2,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,1% 100,0% 

22. Kegalle 85,9% 7,5% 6,4% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,1% 100,0% 

All districts 75,2% 15,8% 8,3% 0,2% 0,3% 0,1% 0,0% 0,1% 100,0% 

** Note that these districts have not had a population census done since 1981. Therefore the figures from the 

1981 population census remain. 

 

According to our definition of population homogeneity, we can see that there are only three 

districts that distinguish themselves as heterogeneous in 2001; Nuwara-Eliya with a majority 

Tamil population and less Sinhalese, and Digamadulla
63

 with twice as many Sinhalese as 

Tamils but a majority of Sri Lanka Moors, and Trincomalee which is inhabited by an almost 

equal blend of the three largest ethnic groups.
64

 The figures in the table above also show 

clearly that there are a few districts with a significant majority of Tamil population; Jaffna 

(almost 98%), Vanni and Batticaloa (70-75%) and in fourth place Nuwara-Eliya with 57% 

Tamil population. This is significant also from the viewpoint that Jaffna is the district with the 

highest concentration of one single ethnic group. The only other district which comes close to 

the same figures is Hambantota with 97% Sinhalese inhabitants.
65

  

 

When looking at the population concentration in the same districts in 1946 and 1981, we can 

see that certain districts have changed more than others in regards to the concentration of 

ethnic groups
66

. Jaffna, Vanni and Batticaloa had in 1946 more of a heterogeneous 

population, with an approx. 2/3 majority Tamil population and 1/3 Sinhalese. The figures for 

the named districts have changed in modern times due to the Tamil population in the central 

                                                 
63

 Also called Ampara district. 
64

 For a full comparison of the homogeneity/heterogeneity of all Sri Lankan districts, see 6.1 Appendix 4. 
65

 All population statistics from Statistical Abstract 2006. 
66

 See 7.1 Appendix 3 for a full comparison between the data sets. 
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parts moving to the North and the East, at the same time while the Sinhalese has decreased in 

numbers in these districts, only to relocate in South-western and South-central parts where the 

districts are mainly inhabited by other Sinhalese.  

 

This trend can clearly be seen in Mahanuwara
67

, where the Tamil population has decreased 

from 19% in 1946 to 12% in 2001. The same goes for Badulla, a prosperous tea-growing 

district next to Mahanuwara, where the Indian Tamil population has decreased over the years 

from 28% in 1946 to 22% in 2001, while the Sinhalese population during the same period 

increased from 67% to 72%.
68

 The Indian Tamils from Badulla have moved north and 

eastwards to join in with the larger Tamil communities there. It can be seen when studying 

demographic data over the specific time period that historically Sinhalese areas or districts 

have seen a higher concentration of Sinhalese inhabitants over time, and areas or districts with 

a higher Tamil concentration have experienced a higher population concentration of Tamils 

over time.  

 

In general, it is noteworthy to see that the Sinhalese have had an almost 3/4 majority on the 

island since 1947, increasing by a few percent, while the Tamil population have decreased 

significantly from almost 23% to 16% in the same years.
69

 The reasons for this is the ethnic 

conflict that has ravaged in the island and many Tamils have since the 1983 pogroms left the 

island to join a larger Tamil diaspora developing abroad, mainly in countries such as Canada, 

Norway and India. The number of Tamils that have actually left since the 1980’s is hard to 

calculate as the last population census in the mainly Tamil populated districts of Jaffna, 

Vanni, Batticaloa and Trincomalee was made in 1981.   

 

When looking back at figures prior to 1947, we can see that the Sinhalese have been the 

majority population averaging 67% or more since 1881 (the first time a nation wide 

population census was held), and has steadily increased with a few percentages, clearly visible 

at every ten-year census made, with a small dip in 1901 when they accounted for 65% of the 

population and the Tamils numbered 27% of the population, the highest figure the Tamil 

population has ever been.
70

  

 

Overall, since the late 1800’s the Sinhalese ethnic group has increased steadily while the 

Tamil population has decreased from a 27% high in 1901 to its lowest today, numbering only 

16% in 2001. The reason for this dramatic drop in Tamil population has been the introduction 

of the Sinhala Only Act, a law passed in parliament in 1956 which decreed that Sinhala, the 

language of the Sinhalese population, was to be the sole official language of the island. By the 

minorities, this law was seen as an attempt by the linguistic majority to impose its will on the 

minorities and resulted in a demand for federalism which in the 1970’s grew into a movement 

for an autonomous Tamil state. The unrest during this period led to a depopulation by a fair 

number of Tamils to countries such as Malaysia, Singapore and England. After the 1983 

uprisings, a second wave of depopulation occurred when many Tamils moved to Europe, 

Canada and India.  

 

                                                 
67

 Also called Kandy, and the heart of the central highlands where many Indian Tamils were congregated after 

being imported to the island as labor in the tea plantations in and around Kandy town. 
68

 For a full comparison of the homogeneity/heterogeneity of all Sri Lankan districts in the years 1946, 1981 and 

2001, see 6.1 Appendix 4. 
69

 All population statistics from Statistical Abstract 2006. 
70

 All population statistics from Statistical Abstract 2006. 
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The Sri Lankan Moors and Burghers are today considered native to Sri Lanka; the Moors 

being descendants of Arab traders that settled on the island between the 8
th

 and 15
th

 centuries 

and brought with them their Sunni Muslim religious affiliation and today speaks a version of 

Tamil with many Arabic words, while the Burghers are Eurasians of mixed colonial 

(Portuguese, Dutch, British) and Sri Lankan descent. Burgher was originally a term employed 

for the offspring of male-line descendants of European colonialists during the 16
th

 to the 20
th

 

century and local Sinhalese women, but later came to represent a Sri Lankan born person with 

at least one European ancestor on the direct paternal side, regardless of the ethnic group of the 

mother. The Burghers are mainly Catholic with some Jewish influences from the Marrano-

Jewish population in Portugal and originally spoke a form of Portuguese Creole which has in 

the last century been replaced with English as the official language.  

 

The Sri Lankan Moor population has remained at a steady 6-8% of the population of Sri 

Lanka for the last hundred years, despite the overall increase in population in the island
71

. The 

Malay population of Sri Lanka are ancestors of labourers brought to the island by the Dutch 

and the British and who speak Sri Lankan Creole Malay which is a mix of Sinhala, Tamil and 

Malay. The Burgher and Malay population has not fluctuated more than a few percentage 

points in the last hundred years.  

 

 

3.2 Voter turnout in Sri Lanka 

 

Suffrage was introduced in Sri Lanka in 1931, only two years after the colonizer Britain had 

itself achieved universal suffrage back home, after decades of pressure from the suffragette 

movement and other popular groups. This is also remarkable from the viewpoint that India, 

the crown colony of Britain, was yet to wait until the early 1950’s before the first election was 

held. However, there was a lengthy discussion in the late 1920’s and early 1930’s about the 

inclusion in the universal franchise of one of the ethnic groups in the island; the Indian 

Tamils, who were mainly estate workers in the central highlands and who had been taken 

from India to the island by plantation owners to work the land. The reasoning around the 

disenfranchisement of the Indian Tamils was that they were considered to be of a lower caste 

and that the electoral base would be diluted by a large influx of Indian Tamil votes who at the 

time numbered approx. 16% of the total island population. Therefore, the first state council of 

1931 did not enfranchise the Indian estate workers and it was not until a decade later, in the 

same wake as independence from Great Britain was won, that the Indian estate workers 

received full citizenship and were included in the universal suffrage and were able to cast 

their votes for the first time in the parliamentary election of 1947. The year after, in 1948, Sri 

Lanka received its independence from Britain, in the same time as India.   

 

Women were originally included in the universal suffrage, to the extent that they could vote 

and be elected to the State Council (i.e. the national legislature) and to Municipal and Urban 

Councils. They were, however, excluded from the right to vote and to be elected to Town 

Councils and Village Committees, but this was removed in 1938 and since then women have 

enjoyed full rights to vote.
72

 

 

Sri Lanka was initially divided into 89 electoral districts, but to facilitate for a growing 

population, 145 electoral districts were introduced before the elections in 1960 and this was 

increased to 160 electoral districts before the election in 1977. However, this large number of 

                                                 
71

 The population in Sri Lanka has increased from 2 759 700 in 1881 to 18 797 200 in 2001.  
72

 UNESCAP; 13 
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districts proved hard to administer and the number was reduced to 22 in 1989 in order to more 

easily facilitate the administration of the elections. Sri Lanka is otherwise made up of nine 

regions and 25 administrative districts, but five mainly Tamil populated administrative 

districts were clustered together in order to make up two larger electoral districts in the same 

area (Jaffna and Vanni). The electoral districts range from 250 000-1 400 000 registered 

voters (Colombo district being the largest with just above 1,4 million registered voters in the 

last national elections) but most districts average little over half a million registered voters.
73

  

 

Sri Lanka has to date held 20 legislative and presidential elections and one referendum since 

1931. A second referendum was scheduled to be held in August 2001 on the necessity of a 

constitution but was first postponed and then not carried out.
74

 Voter turnout in Sri Lanka has 

on a nation-wide scale been very high since the first elections were held, averaging approx. 

73,8%.
75

 Voter turnout figures have gone from 63,9% in 1947, the first election where voter 

turnout was recorded, to 76% in the parliamentary election in 2004. The ensuing presidential 

election in 2005, however, had lower turnout rates- a mere 71,9%, by some said to be due to a 

boycott of the elections by the Tamil population. From 1965 to 1982, voter turnout was at its 

highest in the island ever, ranging from 81,1% to 86,7%. The significant drop in voter turnout 

figures after 1982 reflects the unsteady political situation and the spurred ethnic conflict in the 

island that started with the riots in 1983. Voter turnout figures dropped as low as to 55,3% in 

1988 and did not recover to its past high until the 1990’s when it passed the 70% mark again.  

 

Since the 1990’s, voter turnout figures have fluctuated along the lines of political decisions in 

Sri Lanka. In 2005, voter turnout figures were overall lower and some say that this was due to 

the fact that Tamil leaders discouraged the Tamil population to vote and encouraged a boycott 

of the elections
76

. The same sources claim that LTTE received funds from the government of 

Sri Lanka to discourage the Tamils from voting, but though such rumours flourished, it has 

not been able to ascertain any truth in this. However, turnout rates for the northern and eastern 

parts of Sri Lanka were extremely low for the presidential election of 2005 and in Jaffna only 

1,2% of the population voted.  

 

Sri Lanka has held 15 parliamentary elections since 1931 but only five presidential elections, 

the first presidential election was held in 1982. When comparing turnout between the different 

types of elections, parliamentary elections tend to have a higher turnout, averaging 75,2%, 
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 Results- Parliamentary General Elections 1947-2001.  
74

 Handbook of Parliament of Sri Lanka. 
75

 All voter turnout figures in this study are calculated as the number of votes divided by the number of names in 

the voter’s register for each election (Vote/Registration). Some researchers opt for showing voter turnout figures 

as votes divided by the voting age population (Vote/VAP), but as the Electoral Commission of Sri Lanka have 

calculated all their voter turnout figures as Vote/Registration, I have opted to use these figures in my study. The 

other reason for this is that the Vote/VAP figures are not an exact measurement as the voting age population is 

itself an estimate from the population statistics produced by the recurring 10-year population census. To 

exemplify that there is a difference between the methods, the average voter turnout for all national elections 

1947-2000 in Sri Lanka according to the Vote/VAP calculation is 65,4%, while according to the 

Vote/Registration calculation it is 72,2%. There is in other words an approximate differentiation of 7%. Which 

method is better to use can be discussed, but different scholars argue for different methods and I have chosen the 

Vote/Registration as these are the figures available by the Electoral Commission in Sri Lanka and I consider this 

method more reliable than an approximate estimate based on voting age population. However, there is a 

universal problem that not all age-eligible voters go to register their names in the electoral roll, which means that 

depending on the country, its state of democracy and of holding free and fair elections, the literacy rate, the 

saliency of the population and other such factors, there could be a significant number of the age-eligible 

population not registering, which in turn makes the Vote/Registration method also not an exact measurement.  
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 Interview with Mr Dissanyake.  
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while presidential elections have had a turnout of 70,3%. The reason for the difference of 

turnout between parliamentary and presidential elections is difficult to answer without 

studying the phenomenon in depth, but could possibly be that there is a larger awareness and 

knowledge about voter participation for parliamentary elections and possibly also higher trust 

in the system and/or candidates than for the presidential elections. Another variable that could 

play a role in affecting turnout is the electoral system; the List Proportional Representation 

system is used for parliamentary elections in Sri Lanka and the Single Vote system is used for 

presidential elections. However, this impact of variable is too large to explore in this thesis so 

will therefore not be dealt with.  

 

Local elections have on average had a lower turnout than general elections on national level. 

The underlying factor for this is that the population is more inclined to vote in elections on 

national level than on district level as there are higher stakes in elections on national level and 

many people put their hopes of solving the long-standing internal conflict through voting in a 

good government.
77

   

 

To analyze voter turnout in the districts in Sri Lanka over the specific years I set out to study 

and to be able to compare them with the ethnicity data gathered, we will need to distinguish 

between what is considered “high” and “low” voter turnout. Normally, voter turnout with 

figures of 70% and above is considered a “high” turnout.
78

 When looking at elections in Sri 

Lanka historically we can also see that all-island turnout figures have been of high average 

when compared to other countries in the region and especially countries with ethnically 

divided societies. Therefore I have opted to use the same categorization for my own study and 

will consider any voter turnout figure of 70% and above as “high”, and any figure of 69,9% 

and below as “low”. This is in order to more easily categorize the data and be able to compare 

against the population data and finally draw conclusions.  

 

If looking specifically into the three data sets that we are studying, it is significant to see that 

voter turnout figures fluctuate highly between the different districts. This can be clearly seen 

in the presidential election held in November 2005.
79
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Table 2: Voter turnout per district, Presidential election 2005 

 

Electoral district\ 
Voter turnout 

Voter 
turnout 

1. Colombo 76,8% 

2. Gampaha 80,7% 

3. Kalutara 81,4% 

4. Mahanuwara  79,6% 

5. Matale 79,0% 

6. Nuwara-Eliya 80,8% 

7. Galle 81,9% 

8. Matara 81,0% 

9. Hambantota 81,4% 

10. Jaffna 1,2% 

11. Vanni 34,3% 

12. Batticaloa 48,5% 

13. Digamadulla  72,7% 

14. Trincomalee 63,8% 

15. Kurunegala 80,5% 

16. Puttalam 71,7% 

17. Anuradhapura 79,0% 

18. Polonnaruwa 80,4% 

19. Badulla 81,3% 

20. Moneragala 81,2% 

21. Rathnapura 83,9% 

22. Kegalle 81,2% 

All districts 71,9% 

 

Jaffna experienced an extremely low voter turnout with merely 1,2%
80

 casting their votes, a 

record low not seen before in the history of suffrage in Sri Lanka. When looking at the 

number of votes rejected in the same district it was unusually high; 7,7% compared to an 

average of approx. 1-1,5% rejected votes in other districts. The reason for the high number of 

rejected votes in the Tamil populated Jaffna has not been possible to explain by the Electoral 

Commission in Colombo.
81

  

 

The Vanni district, mainly inhabited by Tamils, also saw a low voter turnout in 2005, a mere 

34,3% of the registered voters went to the polls. When looking at the turnout results in 

different districts for the 2005 presidential election it is significant to note that the districts 

with the lowest voter turnout are districts mainly inhabited by Tamils, namely Jaffna, Vanni, 

Batticaloa and Trincomalee. The Sinhalese inhabited districts, on the contrary, show higher 

results in voter turnout figures.  

 

When looking back at voter turnout results for the same districts for the national elections of 

1947 and 1982, we can see that a number of the districts have had a high voter turnout in all 

three elections studied; Colombo, Kalutara, Matale, Galle, and Badulla, all averaging from 

69,2% to 89,7% between the elections.
 82

 The majority populations in all of these districts are 

                                                 
80

 8 500 people. 
81

 Interview with Mr Dissanyake. 
82

 For a full comparison, see the voter turnout results for the national elections held in 1947, 1982 and 2005 in 

6.1 Appendix 3. 
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Sinhalese. Other districts that have had a significant variation in voter turnout figures through 

the three elections are Jaffna, Vanni and Batticaloa, ranging from 1,2%
83

 to 71,3%
84

. 

There were more districts with depressed voter turnout levels in 1947; 18 districts of 22 had a 

turnout less than 69,9%. The reason for this is that the parliamentary election of 1947 was 

only the third election held ever in the island and a year before independence and there was 

less knowledge about registration for the electoral roll, the importance of participation in 

elections and confidence in the outcome and this explains the lower turnout figures.
85

 By 

1982, ten elections on national level had been held and there was both more awareness and 

trust in the system and this explains why voter turnout figures appear more stable in the 

presidential election of 1982. However, it is interesting to see that one electoral district in 

1947 had a booming turnout of 99%; Ambalangoda-Balapitiya
86

.  

 

There were numerous districts with turnout figures around 50% in 1947; namely Gampaha, 

Matara, Jaffna, Batticaloa, Trincomalee, Kurunegala, Moneragala and Kegalle. Of these, five 

were in Sinhalese dominated areas and three in areas mainly populated by Tamils.  

 

In the presidential election of 1982, voter turnout figures were prominently higher in all 

districts in the island and only two districts showed a depressed voter turnout; Jaffna and 

Vanni, both mainly Tamil populated, with turnout rates of 46,3% and 61,5%. All other 

districts had voter turnout figures above 70%, Matale and Kurunegala having the highest 

figures of 87,2% (mainly Sinhalese inhabited). This was the year before the anti-Tamil riots 

broke out and since the election in 1982, voter turnout figures have fluctuated significantly 

again, especially in the Tamil populated districts.  

 

In sum, Sinhalese populated districts have tended to raise the voter turnout figures through the 

decades, while Tamil populated districts have generally had lower and much more deviating 

turnout figures. Interestingly, this correlates to the ethnic population distribution in the 

different districts; while Sinhalese districts have become more Sinhalese, the voter turnout 

figures have risen in the same districts while Tamil populated districts have become more 

Tamil and voter turnout figures have decreased.  

 

 

3.3 Comparison population and voter turnout in Sri Lanka 

 

When comparing the data from the three elections in my study, we can see that the ethnic 

composition of the districts in Sri Lanka were more diverse in 1947, and have over the years 

become more homogeneous. The northern and eastern districts of Sri Lanka that in 1947 had a 

heterogeneous population with not an insignificant number of Sinhalese and Sri Lanka 

Moors
87

, have today become almost synonymous with the Tamil population and the Sinhalese 

and other ethnic groups have gradually over the decades relocated to other more South-

western districts. This has to do with the politics of LTTE that has its main operational areas 

in the North and the East, as well as with the fact that many Sinhalese feel threatened to live 

in these areas.
88
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 Jaffna, presidential election 2005 
84

 Batticaloa, presidential election 1982 
85

 Interview with Mr Kingsley Rodrigo. 
86

 Since 1989 incorporated in the Galle electoral district. 
87

 Jaffna, Vanni, Batticaloa and Trincomalee. 
88

 Interview with Mr Dissanyake. 
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This gradual concentration of the population into more segregated areas can most clearly be 

illustrated with the example of Jaffna, which in 1947 had a Tamil population of 68,5% and 

25,8% Sinhalese, but in 1982 had a Tamil population of 97,6% and 0,8% Sinhalese.
89

 In 

Batticaloa, the Sinhalese population has decreased from 32,4% in 1947 to 3,4% in 1982, 

while the Sri Lankan Moors increased in the same district from 6,9% to 23,9%. This is not 

surprising as the Moor population has had strong connections to the Tamil population since 

centuries and also shares much of the Tamil language.  

 

In general, the majority of the mainly Sinhalese populated districts have seen a 5-7% increase 

of its Sinhalese population in the years 1946 to 2001 while five districts have seen a 

significant decrease in its Sinhalese population; Jaffna, Vanni, Batticaloa, Trincomalee and 

Puttalam, who have seen a decrease of  10-29% in the same period, the first four being mainly 

Tamil populated today. The Tamil population in turn has decreased by 6-7% in the same 

period in the mainly Sinhalese inhabited districts, while the Tamil population has increased in 

Jaffna, Vanni, Batticaloa and Trincomalee by 14-29%. This shows that segregated habitation 

of the larger ethnic groups in Sri Lanka have increased since the 1940’s until today.  

 

When comparing population homogeneity and voter turnout, we can see that 14 out of 22 

districts in 1947 show themselves to be homogeneous
90

, with Hambantota having over 90% 

concentration of Sinhalese within its district boundaries. Out of these, only three prove 

themselves to have high voter turnout figures. The eleven other homogeneous districts all 

have voter turnout figures lower than 69,9%, while only one heterogeneous district show 

figures of high voter turnout, namely Badulla, inhabited by 2/3 Sinhalese and 1/3 Tamils and 

a turnout of 89,7%. The other seven heterogeneous districts have low turnout figures, ranging 

from 49,1% (Kurunegala) to 69,2% (Kalutara). It is noteworthy to see that out of the eight 

heterogeneous districts, five have a higher concentration of minority population, mainly 

Tamils and Sri Lankan Moors and also show lower voter turnout figures.  

 

By comparing the figures for 1982, we can see that the number of homogeneous districts had 

risen to 18, according to our definition of homogeneity. Of these, 16 also had high voter 

turnout figures, ranging from 71,3% in Batticaloa to 87,2% in Matale and Kurunegala. The 

two homogeneous districts with depressed levels of voter turnout were the mainly Tamil 

inhabited Jaffna and Vanni districts with 46,3% and 61,5% turnout respectively. Of the four 

heterogeneous districts, all of them showed high voter turnout figures in the 1982 presidential 

election. 

 

In the 2005 presidential election, 19 districts were considered homogeneous and 16 of these 

had high voter turnout levels, ranging from 71,7% in Puttalam to 83,9 in Rathnapura. The 

districts with significantly lower voter turnout figures were again Jaffna, Vanni, Batticaloa 

and Trincomalee, ranging from 1,2% to 63,8%. These are the same districts that have seen a 

considerable decrease in Sinhalese population and received a high number of Tamils 

relocating to within its district boundaries. In other words, voter turnout figures are higher for 

mainly Sinhalese inhabited districts while mainly Tamil populated districts show signs of 

much lower turnout figures.  

 

Not all heterogeneous districts with a diverse ethnic population show signs of low voter 

turnout figures; Nuwara-Eliya with a majority Tamil population, have despite this had high 

                                                 
89

 A population census has not been conducted after 1981 for the Tamil populated districts of Jaffna, Vanni, 

Batticaloa and Trincomalee, and therefore figures today in these areas are uncertain.  
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 See 6.1 Annex 3. 
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voter turnout figures in the 1982 and 2005 elections; 86,6% and 80,8% for each respective 

year. However, out of the six districts with a larger concentration of ethnic minorities, four of 

these also show noteworthy signs of low voter turnout figures, only Digamadulla and 

Nuwara-Eliya distinguish themselves as different.  

 

As we have seen a correlation above between ethnically homogeneous districts, but also noted 

that there are a few ethnically homogeneous districts that deviate significantly from the 

hypothesis, mainly the districts inhabited by a minority group, I will now proceed to look at 

the data from my second hypothesis.  

 

If looking at the three data sets above, we can see that there are six districts that distinguish 

themselves as having a higher concentration of an ethnic minority group within its districts 

boundaries, and whose numbers in that specific district supersede that of the country’s 

majority population, the Sinhalese. Five of the districts have maintained this higher 

concentration of a minority ethnic group since 1947; Nuwara-Eliya, Jaffna, Vanni, Batticaloa 

and Digamadulla. Trincomalee has only since the population census in 1981 had a higher 

concentration of an ethnic minority within its boundaries. Five of the mentioned districts are 

inhabited by the largest minority group in Sri Lanka, the Tamils, not surprisingly Nuwara-

Eliya, Jaffna, Vanni, Batticaloa and Trincomalee, while Digamadulla has had a majority Moor 

population residing within its district boundaries.  

 

When comparing this with the turnout levels for the same districts, we can see that for the 

1947 election, all districts with a higher concentration of minority population had lower voter 

turnout figures. For the 1982 election, only two out of six districts had lower voter turnout 

while for the 2005 election, four out of six districts with a higher concentration of minority 

population had lower turnout figures. It is difficult to evaluate these findings as most districts 

in Sri Lanka had depressed turnout figures in 1947, and the figures for the 1982 and 2005 

elections do not show any clear and consistent trend that can argue for a significant 

correlation between the two factors.  

 

By proceeding to put up a bivariate table to see the correlation between the two variables 

ethnic homogeneity and voter turnout more clearly, we find further evidence for the findings 

above when comparing the figures for all three elections.  
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Table 4: Bivariate table between the variables ethnic homogeneity and voter turnout in 

the Sri Lankan districts, 1947, 1982 and 2001.
91

 
 

 
Ethnic homogeneity Ethnic heterogeneity 

High VT 35 7 

Low VT 16 8 

 n = 66 

 

 

In this table we can clearly see that there is a general correlation between ethnic homogeneity 

in a district and higher voter turnout levels. However, when looking back at the election of 

1947, we can see that the correlation is very weak and do not support the hypothesis first 

posed. The results for the 1982 election shows a stronger correlation between the variables, as 

does the figures for the 2005 election.  

 

 

3.3.1 Comparison Sinhalese population concentration and voter turnout figures 

 

In order to exemplify the findings above, I will now proceed to compare a hands-on example 

by comparing the variables Sinhalese population concentration in a district with voter turnout 

figures for the same district by doing a regression analysis on the figures. The reason for this 

is to see if the general findings above can be further supported by the evidence found in this 

comparison. The reason for choosing the variable Sinhalese population concentration is that 

the Sinhalese population is the majority population on the island and has been so since the late 

1800’s. Therefore, if we can see a clear linear correlation between the variables Sinhalese 

population concentration and voter turnout figures, we get further evidence to support the 

thesis above that ethnic homogeneity correlates positively with voter turnout figures. The 

comparison will be done separately for all three elections, as well as a final comparison full 

comparison of all three elections.  

 

For the election year 1947, the two variables correlate as shown in the figure below. 

                                                 
91

 For a full comparison of the results for each election, see 6.1 Appendix 4.  
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Figure 5: Regression analysis between the variables Sinhalese population concentration 

and VT figures in the Sri Lankan districts, 1947 
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Note: Variable 00001 (y-axis) = Sinhalese population concentration and Variable 00002 (x-axis) = voter turnout 

figures 

 

 

 

 

 

By looking at this scatterplot, we find that 16 districts have a higher concentration of 

Sinhalese inhabitants, but out of these only three have higher voter turnout figures, namely 

Colombo, Matale and Galle. All other districts have significantly lower voter turnout figures, 

ranging from 49-66%.  

 

The districts with a significantly low Sinhalese population coupled with low turnout figures 

are Jaffna, Vanni, Batticaloa, Digamadulla and Trincomalee- districts that all harbour a 

considerably higher proportion of Tamil inhabitants.  

 

In a regression analysis of the above hypothesis
92

, we find see that there is no correlation 

between the variables Sinhalese population concentration and voter turnout figures
93

. This 

further supported by looking at the model fit for the regression which is significantly low at 
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 For the full regression analysis, see 6.1 Appendix 5 
93

 Pearsons r = -0,048.  

R²: 0,002 

Adjusted R²: - 0,048 

Sig: 0,830 
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0,2. This also shows us that the variable Sinhalese population concentration explains a 

miniscule 0,2% of the total variation in voter turnout figures.  

 

We can also see from the regression data that the above observation is not statistically 

significant on a 95% security level and therefore cannot be said to hold true for the whole 

population. Rather, the level of significance is a mere 17%
94

. 

 

Thereby, we can conclude that the correlation between the variables Sinhalese population 

concentration and voter turnout figures for 1947 is non-existent.  

 

By proceeding to look at the correlation between the same variables for the election year 

1982, we find the following results.  

 

 

Figure 6: Regression analysis between the variables Sinhalese population concentration 

and VT figures in the Sri Lankan districts, 1982 
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In this regression, it is clear that there is a correlation between the two variables Sinhalese 

population concentration and voter turnout figures. We can see that out of the 22 districts, 15 

have a homogeneous population concentration as well as higher voter turnout figures. The 

districts exempt from this observation that still show high voter turnout figures are Nuwara-

Eliya, Batticaloa, Digamadulla, Trincomalee, mainly populated by Tamils and Badulla, 

mainly populated by Sinhalese. The two districts with the lowest turnout figures, Jaffna and 

Vanni, are also the two districts with the lowest percentage of Sinhalese inhabitants, ranging 

from 0,8% to 10,2%. The figures for Batticaloa are interesting, as they show that they have a 

very low percentage of Sinhalese inhabitants, a mere 3,4%, but still have a voter turnout 

figure of 71,3%.  

 

When looking at the figures in the regression
95

, we find that there is a positive correlation 

between the variables Sinhalese population concentration and voter turnout figures
96

.
 

However, it is not an exact linear correlation. By looking at the model fit of the regression we 

can see that the positive correlation is further supported by this, as the model fit is comparably 

high at 0,639. This figure also shows us that the variable Sinhalese population concentration 

explains 64% of the total variation in voter turnout figures.  

 

We can also detect that this positive correlation between the variables is significant at a 99% 

level in the full population
97

. 

 

Therefore, we can draw the conclusion that the correlation between the variables Sinhalese 

population concentration and voter turnout figures for 1981 is clearly existent.  

 

Next, we continue by looking at the correlation between the variables for the election year 

2005.  
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 For the full regression analysis, see 6.1 Appendix 4 
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Figure 7: Regression analysis between the variables Sinhalese population concentration 

and VT figures in the Sri Lankan districts, 2005 
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Note: Variable 00001 (y-axis) = Sinhalese population concentration and Variable 00002 (x-axis) = voter turnout 

figures 

 

 

 

 

 

From the figure above, we can see that 16 districts have a high concentration of Sinhalese 

population as well as high voter turnout figures. The three districts with a very low 

concentration of Sinhalese population are Jaffna, Vanni and Batticaloa- all mainly populated 

by Tamil inhabitants and which also show very low turnout figures, ranging from 1,2% to 

48,5%. The other three districts that deviate from the line are Nuwara-Eliya, Digamadulla and 

Trincomalee, which all have a lower concentration of Sinhalese population but still show 

rather high voter turnout figures.  

 

When doing a regression analysis of the above variables
98

, we find that there is a clear 

correlation for the election year 2005
99

. When looking at the model fit for the regression, we 

can see that the fit is fairly high at 0,692. This further means that the variable Sinhalese 

population concentration explains 69,2% of the total variation in voter turnout figures. The 
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 For the full regression analysis, see 6.1 Appendix 5 
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observation is statistically significant on a 99% security level and therefore the observation 

can be said to correlate to the whole Lankese population
100

.  

 

From these findings, we can conclude that there is a clear correlation between the variables 

Sinhalese population concentration and voter turnout figures in the Sri Lankan districts for the 

year 2005.  

 

By proceeding to do a full regression for all the election years, we yield the following results.  

 

 

Figure 8: Regression analysis between the variables Sinhalese population concentration 

and VT figures in the Sri Lankan districts, 1947, 1981 and 2005 
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When adding all the figures from the three election years in a regression analysis
101

, we find 

that there is a positive correlation between the variables,
102

. As can also be seen, it is not an 
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exact linear correlation. This is further supported by the model fit of the regression, which is 

rather low
103

. We can also see from the regression that the variable Sinhalese population 

concentration explains 31,4% of the total variation in voter turnout figures. We also find that 

this observation between the variables has a correlation in the full Lankese population at a 

significance level of 99%
104

. 

 

In conclusion, we have seen that the two variables Sinhalese population concentration and 

voter turnout figures show a non-existent correlation in the election year 1947, while there is a 

clear positive correlation between the variables in 1982 and 2005. For the full regression 

analysis for all three election years, we find that there is a positive correlation.  
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 R square = 0,314 
104

 t-value = 5,417, Sig = 0,00 
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4. Conclusions and discussion 

4.1 Conclusion of the comparison 

Geys argues that different ethnic groups participates to different extent in elections and 

therefore political participation, including voter turnout, will be higher in communities with a 

higher degree of ethnic or racial homogeneity. Hill has in his research seen similar evidence; 

that voter turnout is lower in electoral districts where an ethnic minority group has a higher 

concentration. Hill argues that there is a significantly negative relationship between the 

percentage of a minority population and its voter turnout figures
105

. Through this I have 

studied how the ethnic composition of a district impacts voter turnout and if it is plausible to 

state that ethnic homogeneity in a district has an impact on voter turnout in Sri Lanka.  

 

With a word of caution as to the results, it can be argued whether my demarcations regarding 

what I consider in this study to be an ethnically homogeneous district, is valid or not. I have 

based my interpretation of an ethnically homogeneous district in Sri Lanka as a district with a 

single ethnic population accounting for at least 70% of the population within the district 

boundaries. This is based on having reviewed the population data for the island from the late 

1800’s and found that a 70%-limit allows the relative majority of a district to be evident while 

at the same time allowing for a variation in district composition, by not putting the limit too 

high. The same is true for what I categorize as “high” and “low” voter turnout figures. 

However, I have also sought support in the fact that the electoral institute International IDEA 

often uses the measurement of 70% and considers voter turnout figures above this to be 

“high”. Of course, both indicators can always be argued for or against and for that reason I 

would like to point out that the results below are only valid in relation to how I have carried 

out the categorization of these two variables. By using another categorization, the results 

could turn out differently.  

 

Through the data gathered above and the ensuing discussion, we can see that there is a 

correlation between the ethnic homogeneity of a district and the corresponding voter turnout 

figures for two of our observed election years. However, in 1947 this correlation was non-

existent; only 21% of the homogeneous districts had high voter turnout figures. But bearing in 

mind that the 1947 parliamentary election was the third parliamentary election ever held on 

the island and the nation had not yet gained its independence, it is difficult to estimate how 

much these factors impacted the low voter turnout levels in the rest of the districts.  

 

By looking at our control variable Sinhalese population concentration and voter turnout per 

district for the same year, it is evident from the regression analysis that there is no correlation 

between the two variables. In other words, for the election year 1947, we must reject the 

hypothesis that a higher concentration of Sinhalese population in a district equals higher voter 

turnout figures. 

 

In the 1982 and 2005 presidential election it is more evident that the districts with an 

ethnically homogeneous population also tended to have higher voter turnout figures, in 1982 

89% of the homogeneous districts also had high turnout figures, while for 2005 the figure was 

84%. However, it is noteworthy that the districts with a mainly Tamil population; Jaffna, 

Vanni, Batticaloa and Trincomalee has significantly depressed voter turnout figures for the 

presidential elections of 1982 and 2005, reaching an ultimate low with 1,2% turnout in Jaffna 

in 2005. Districts with a majority Sinhalese population has, on the other hand, had high 
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turnout figures in the same two elections, indicating that the Sinhalese population tend to be 

more inclined to go to the polls on election day. 

 

When looking at the regression analysis’s made of the election years 1982 and 2005 with the 

control variables Sinhalese population concentration and voter turnout figures, we can see a 

clear and strong correlation between the variables Sinhalese population concentration and 

voter turnout. Here it is evident that a larger Sinhalese population concentration in a district 

also results in higher voter turnout figures. Therefore, for these election years we can 

conclude that the hypothesis is correct.  

 

The clear correlation between the variable Sinhalese population concentration and voter 

turnout figures in the two later elections, 1982 and 2005 can be explained by the escalation of 

ethnic rivalries since the 1950’s. It is clear that there was no such correlation between the 

variables in 1947, which was the first object of our analysis. In 1947, the Sinhalese population 

was already the majority population but there was a higher proportion of other ethnic groups 

residing in the island too. However, the ensuing conflict, that was spurred on in the 1950’s 

with the Sinhala Only Act, and the ethnic rivalries in the early 1980’s, made other ethnic 

groups diminish in numbers as well as resulted in a segregation of the ethnic groups in 

different parts of the island. Therefore, it is not surprising to find that there is a strong 

correlation between the variables in the two latter election years.  

 

From the results above, we can see that the ethnic composition of a district, as Geys states, 

does seem to impact to what extent the population goes to vote on election day, even in a 

context very different from the one he studied. Therefore, we can conclude that the theory set 

out to test in this paper; whether ethnic composition in a district impacts voter turnout in the 

same district, can be proved in two out of three of the election years studied. However, we 

have concurrently noticed a significant deviation from the hypothesis; that while 

homogeneous districts inhabited by the ethnic majority in Sri Lanka, have higher voter 

turnout figures, the opposite is true for districts mainly inhabited by another ethnic minority 

group, who instead show results of depressed voter turnout figures. This initially signalled 

that Hill’s theory of a significant negative relationship between the concentration of a 

minority population in a district and its voter turnout figures could well be true.  

 

However, when analyzing the data to verify my second hypothesis, I found it difficult to draw 

any extensive conclusions from such varying data that showed no trends or legible correlation 

between the factors posed. The data found could prove to be coincidental or have other 

explanatory factors that need to be studied further. However, Hill’s theory is an interesting 

theory but would need more extensive analysis, perhaps seen over all elections held in the 

island, to be able to draw durable conclusions.  

 

The reason for an ethnic majority to be more inclined to cast their votes on election day can 

be many; an ethnic homogeneous composition in a district may provide stability around the 

polling station on election day, lesser threats, attempts of vote-buying and election fraud 

during the election cycle and not the least a higher confidence in the election itself and the 

ensuing results than in ethnically heterogeneous districts.  

 

Although ethnic composition of an electoral district has shown to correlate with voter turnout 

figures in my study, there are a number of other factors that with a high probability also 

impact voter turnout figures in Sri Lanka. Such factors could be the electoral system and other 

institutional factors, political factors and socio-economic factors such as education, income, 



 35 

caste belonging and not least, the factor that Sri Lanka has in the past decades experienced 

much internal conflict and out-right war. To what extent these factors impact voter turnout 

figures is something that will have to be explored further by other studies.  
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6. Appendices 
 

 

Definition of terms 

Political participation- “the active engagement by individuals and groups with the 

governmental processes that affect their lives. This encompasses both involvement in 

decision-making and acts of opposition. Acts of active engagement include conventional 

political participation (such as voting, standing for office and campaigning for a political 

party) and unconventional acts, which may be legitimate (such as signing a petition and 

attending a peaceful demonstration), or illegal (such as violent protest and refusing to pay 

taxes).”
106

 

Voting behaviour- the behaviour of a voter or voters in an electoral process in aspects of 

what they vote for, how and why.  

Voter turnout- the percentage of eligible voters who cast their ballot in an election. Voter 

turnout is one dimension of political participation
107

.  

Vote/Registration- This is a method to calculate voter turnout; the number of votes are 

divided by the number of names in the voter’s register for each election. 

Vote/VAP- This is another method for calculating voter turnout figures; the number of votes 

are divided by the voting age population (VAP).  

 

6.1 Appendix 1 

 

Divisions of administrative and electoral districts of Sri Lanka 

 

Sri Lanka is divided into nine provinces and 25 administrative districts. Each province is 

administered by a directly elected provincial council
108

. The districts are further divided into 

Divisional Secretariats, and these in turn to Grama Sevaka divisions.  

 

Province 

Administrative 
district 

Electoral district\ 
Ethnic group 
division* 

Western  

1. Colombo 1. Colombo 

2. Gampaha 2. Gampaha 

3. Kalutara 3. Kalutara 

Central 

4. Kandy* 4. Mahanuwara 

5. Matale 5. Matale 

6. Nuwara-Eliya 6. Nuwara-Eliya 

Southern 

7. Galle 7. Galle 

8. Matara 8. Matara 

9. Hambantota 9. Hambantota 

Northern  

10. Jaffna 
10. Jaffna*** 

11. Kilinochi 

12. Mannar  

11. Vanni**** 13. Vavuniya 

14. Mullaitivu 

Eastern  15. Batticaloa 12. Batticaloa 

                                                 
106

 http://uk.geocities.com/balihar_sanghera/saspoliticalparticipation.html  
107

 International IDEA; Voter Turnout since 1945- A global report; 2002: 14. 
108

 Wikipedia: Article Sri Lanka. 

http://uk.geocities.com/balihar_sanghera/saspoliticalparticipation.html
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16. Ampara** 13. Digamadulla 

17. Trincomalee 14. Trincomalee 

North Western 
18. Kurunegala 15. Kurunegala 

19. Puttalam 16. Puttalam 

North Central 
20. Anuradhapura 17. Anuradhapura 

21. Polonnaruwa 18. Polonnaruwa 

Uva 
22. Badulla 19. Badulla 

23. Moneragala 20. Moneragala 

Sabaragamuwa 
24. Rathnapura 21. Rathnapura 

25. Kegalle 22. Kegalle 

* Kandy = Mahanuwara 

** Ampara = Digamadulla 

*** Jaffna is usually differentiated into two areas: Jaffna and Kilinochchi. However, sometimes there are said to 

be only 24 administrative districts and Kilinochchi is incorporated into Jaffna.  

**** Vanni is the overall name for the areas Mannar, Vavuniya and Mullaitivu. 
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6.1 Appendix 2 

 

 

Until 2007, 20 parliamentary and presidential elections have been held and one referendum. 

See details below, including average turnout figures for the whole island.  

 

Year  Month Type of Election  
Average 

VT* 

1931 June Parliamentary   no data** 

1936 Feb/March Parliamentary   no data** 

1947 Aug/Sept Parliamentary   63,9% 

1952 May Parliamentary   70,7% 

1956 April Parliamentary   69,0% 

1960 March Parliamentary   77,6% 

1960 July Parliamentary   75,9% 

1965 March Parliamentary   81,1% 

1970 May Parliamentary   84,9% 

1977 June Parliamentary   86,7% 

1982 October Presidential 80,4% 

1982 December Referendum*** 70,6%  

1988 December Presidential 55,3% 

1989 February Parliamentary   63,6% 

1994 August Parliamentary   76,2% 

1994 November Presidential 70,5% 

1999 December Presidential 73,3% 

2000 October Parliamentary   75,6% 

2001 December Parliamentary   76,0% 

2004 April Parliamentary   76,0% 

2005 November Presidential 71,9% 

* VT = Voter turnout. VT is given in relation to registered voters for the election years. 

** No data has been collected by the Electoral Commission regarding voter turnout figures for these elections. 

*** The referendum held in 1982 was on the extension of the parliament by another six years and was voted 

through with simple majority. 
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6.1 Appendix 3 

 

Table 3.1 Population by ethnic group and district, 1946 

 

Electoral district\ Ethnic 
group division* Sinhalese Tamils SL Moor Burgher Malay Others 

Total/ 
district 

1. Colombo 70,8% 19,1% 6,9% 1,1% 1,0% 1,2% 100,0% 

2. Gampaha 85,2% 10,5% 1,7% 1,0% 0,7% 1,0% 100,0% 

3. Kalutara 85,3% 10,8% 2,6% 0,5% 0,1% 0,6% 100,0% 

4. Mahanuwara  68,3% 19,1% 11,0% 0,6% 0,2% 0,7% 100,0% 

5. Matale 74,3% 21,8% 2,6% 0,5% 0,2% 0,7% 100,0% 

6. Nuwara-Eliya 34,4% 64,1% 0,2% 0,5% 0,2% 0,7% 100,0% 

7. Galle 88,6% 9,0% 1,4% 0,5% 0,1% 0,6% 100,0% 

8. Matara 88,4% 9,8% 0,8% 0,5% 0,1% 0,6% 100,0% 

9. Hambantota 90,2% 7,4% 0,1% 0,5% 1,4% 0,6% 100,0% 

10. Jaffna* 25,8% 68,5% 4,6% 0,5% 0,0% 0,5% 100,0% 

11. Vanni* 32,9% 54,0% 11,4% 0,5% 0,1% 1,1% 100,0% 

12. Batticaloa* 32,4% 58,9% 6,9% 1,1% 0,1% 0,6% 100,0% 

13. Digamadulla  34,1% 25,5% 39,1% 0,6% 0,1% 0,6% 100,0% 

14. Trincomalee* 53,6% 15,5% 29,0% 0,9% 0,4% 0,6% 100,0% 

15. Kurunegala 86,1% 8,4% 4,3% 0,5% 0,2% 0,6% 100,0% 

16. Puttalam 83,3% 14,0% 1,2% 0,6% 0,2% 0,7% 100,0% 

17. Anuradhapura 89,9% 7,7% 1,2% 0,5% 0,1% 0,8% 100,0% 

18. Polonnaruwa 88,6% 9,0% 1,4% 0,5% 0,1% 0,6% 100,0% 

19. Badulla 67,4% 28,4% 0,8% 1,1% 0,9% 1,4% 100,0% 

20. Moneragala 88,8% 8,3% 1,8% 0,5% 0,1% 0,6% 100,0% 

21. Rathnapura 81,0% 15,9% 1,9% 0,5% 0,1% 0,6% 100,0% 

22. Kegalle 80,1% 14,5% 4,3% 0,5% 0,1% 0,6% 100,0% 

All districts 69,4% 22,7% 6,1% 0,6% 0,3% 0,7% 100,0% 

* Please note, the group Others also includes Veddahs and Europeans. 
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Table 3.2 Population by ethnic group and district, 1981 

 

Electoral district\ Ethnic 
group division Sinhalese Tamils SL Moor Burgher Malay Others* 

Total/ 
district 

1. Colombo 77,6% 11,2% 8,2% 1,2% 1,3% 0,5% 100,0% 

2. Gampaha 92,0% 3,9% 2,7% 0,6% 0,6% 0,2% 100,0% 

3. Kalutara 87,2% 5,2% 7,4% 0,1% 0,1% 0,1% 100,0% 

4. Mahanuwara  74,3% 14,4% 10,5% 0,2% 0,3% 0,3% 100,0% 

5. Matale 79,9% 12,7% 7,0% 0,1% 0,2% 0,2% 100,0% 

6. Nuwara-Eliya 42,1% 55,3% 2,0% 0,1% 0,2% 0,2% 100,0% 

7. Galle 94,5% 2,3% 3,2% 0,0% 0,0% 0,1% 100,0% 

8. Matara 94,5% 2,9% 2,5% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

9. Hambantota 97,1% 0,7% 1,2% 0,0% 1,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

10. Jaffna 0,8% 97,6% 1,6% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

11. Vanni 10,2% 75,6% 13,6% 0,1% 0,0% 0,6% 100,0% 

12. Batticaloa 3,4% 72,0% 23,9% 0,7% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

13. Digamadulla  37,8% 20,4% 41,5% 0,2% 0,0% 0,1% 100,0% 

14. Trincomalee 33,4% 36,4% 29,3% 0,5% 0,3% 0,1% 100,0% 

15. Kurunegala 92,9% 1,8% 5,0% 0,0% 0,1% 0,1% 100,0% 

16. Puttalam 82,6% 7,0% 9,9% 0,1% 0,2% 0,1% 100,0% 

17. Anuradhapura 91,1% 1,5% 7,1% 0,0% 0,1% 0,2% 100,0% 

18. Polonnaruwa 91,4% 2,1% 6,4% 0,0% 0,0% 0,2% 100,0% 

19. Badulla 69,1% 26,1% 4,2% 0,1% 0,2% 0,4% 100,0% 

20. Moneragala 92,7% 5,2% 1,9% 0,0% 0,1% 0,1% 100,0% 

21. Rathnapura 85,0% 13,0% 1,7% 0,0% 0,1% 0,2% 100,0% 

22. Kegalle 85,9% 8,9% 5,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,1% 100,0% 

All districts 74,0% 18,2% 7,1% 0,3% 0,3% 0,2% 100,0% 

* It is not specified in the statistical data which ethnic groups this includes. 



 44 

Table 3.3 Population by ethnic group and district, 2001  

 

Electoral district\ Ethnic 
group division* Sinhalese Tamils SL Moor Burgher Malay Others* 

Total/ 
district 

1. Colombo 76,6% 12,1% 9,0% 0,7% 1,0% 0,6% 100,0% 

2. Gampaha 91,0% 3,5% 3,8% 0,5% 0,7% 0,5% 100,0% 

3. Kalutara 87,1% 3,9% 8,7% 0,1% 0,1% 0,1% 100,0% 

4. Mahanuwara  74,1% 12,2% 13,1% 0,2% 0,2% 0,2% 100,0% 

5. Matale 80,1% 10,8% 8,7% 0,1% 0,1% 0,1% 100,0% 

6. Nuwara-Eliya 40,2% 57,1% 2,4% 0,1% 0,2% 0,1% 100,0% 

7. Galle 94,4% 2,1% 3,5% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

8. Matara 94,2% 2,9% 2,9% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

9. Hambantota 97,1% 0,4% 1,1% 0,0% 1,4% 0,0% 100,0% 

10. Jaffna* 0,8% 97,6% 1,6% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

11. Vanni* 10,2% 75,6% 13,6% 0,1% 0,0% 0,6% 100,0% 

12. Batticaloa* 3,4% 72,0% 23,9% 0,7% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

13. Digamadulla  39,9% 18,5% 41,3% 0,2% 0,0% 0,1% 100,0% 

14. Trincomalee* 33,4% 36,4% 29,3% 0,5% 0,3% 0,1% 100,0% 

15. Kurunegala 91,9% 1,4% 6,5% 0,0% 0,1% 0,1% 100,0% 

16. Puttalam 73,7% 7,1% 18,8% 0,1% 0,2% 0,2% 100,0% 

17. Anuradhapura 90,7% 0,7% 8,3% 0,0% 0,0% 0,2% 100,0% 

18. Polonnaruwa 90,4% 2,0% 7,5% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 100,0% 

19. Badulla 72,4% 22,2% 5,0% 0,1% 0,2% 0,1% 100,0% 

20. Moneragala 94,5% 3,3% 2,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,1% 100,0% 

21. Rathnapura 86,8% 11,0% 2,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,1% 100,0% 

22. Kegalle 85,9% 7,5% 6,4% 0,0% 0,0% 0,1% 100,0% 

All districts 75,2% 15,8% 8,3% 0,2% 0,3% 0,2% 100,0% 

* In this group are included Sri Lanka Chetty and Bharatha. 

** Please note that these districts have not had a population census done since 1981. Therefore the figures from 

the 1981 census remain here. 

 

6.1 Appendix 3 

Population concentration and voter turnout per district, 1947, 1982 and 2005 elections 

Electoral district/ 
Election 

1947 Parliamentary 
election 1982 Presidential election 2005 Presidential election 

  
Pop. 

Concentration* Voter turnout 
Pop. 

Concentration** Voter turnout 
Pop. 

Concentration*** Voter turnout 

1. Colombo Homo High Homo High Homo High 

2. Gampaha Homo Low Homo High Homo High 

3. Kalutara Homo Low Homo High Homo High 

4. Mahanuwara Hetero Low Homo High Homo High 

5. Matale Homo High Homo High Homo High 

6. Nuwara-Eliya Hetero Low Hetero High Hetero High 

7. Galle Homo High Homo High Homo High 

8. Matara Homo Low Homo High Homo High 

9. Hambantota Homo Low Homo High Homo High 

10. Jaffna Hetero Low Homo Low Homo Low 

11. Vanni Hetero Low Homo Low Homo Low 

12. Batticaloa Hetero Low Homo High Homo Low 
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* Figures from the 1946 population census 

** Figures from the 1981 population census 

*** Figures from the 2001 population census 

 

6.1 Appendix 4 

 

Table 4.1 Bivariate table between the variables ethnic homogeneity and voter turnout in 

the Sri Lankan districts, 1947 

 
Ethnic homogeneity Ethnic heterogeneity 

High VT 3 1 

Low VT 11 7 

 n = 22 

 

Table 4.2 Bivariate table between the variables ethnic homogeneity and voter turnout in 

the Sri Lankan districts, 1982 

 
Ethnic homogeneity Ethnic heterogeneity 

High VT 16 4 

Low VT 2 0 

 n = 22 

 

 

13. Digamadulla Hetero Low Hetero High Hetero High 

14. Trincomalee Hetero Low Hetero High Hetero Low 

15. Kurunegala Homo Low Homo High Homo High 

16. Puttalam Homo Low Homo High Homo High 

17. Anuradhapura Homo Low Homo High Homo High 

18. Polonnaruwa Homo Low Homo High Homo High 

19. Badulla Hetero High Hetero High Homo High 

20. Moneragala Homo Low Homo High Homo High 

21. Rathnapura Homo Low Homo High Homo High 

22. Kegalle Homo Low Homo High Homo High 
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Table 4.3 Bivariate table between the variables ethnic homogeneity and voter turnout in 

the Sri Lankan  districts, 2005 

 
Ethnic homogeneity Ethnic heterogeneity 

High VT 16 2 

Low VT 3 1 

 n = 22 
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Table 4.4 Bivariate table between the variables ethnic homogeneity and voter turnout in 

the Sri Lankan districts, 1947, 1982 and 2005 

 
Ethnic homogeneity Ethnic heterogeneity 

High VT 35 7 

Low VT 16 8 

 n = 66 

 

 

6.1 Appendix 5 

 

 

Table 5.1 Results of regression analysis between the variable Sinhalese population 

concentration and Voter Turnout figures in the Sri Lankan districts, 1947 

 
 Descriptive Statistics 
 

  Mean Std. Deviation N 

VAR00002 ,6320 ,10992 22 

VAR00001 ,6952 ,22784 22 

 
 Correlations 
 

    VAR00002 VAR00001 

Pearson 
Correlation 

VAR00002 1,000 ,049 

VAR00001 ,049 1,000 

Sig. (1-tailed) VAR00002 . ,415 

VAR00001 ,415 . 

N VAR00002 22 22 

VAR00001 22 22 

 
 Variables Entered/Removed(b) 
 

Model 
Variables 
Entered 

Variables 
Removed Method 

1 VAR00001(
a) 

. Enter 

a  All requested variables entered. 
b  Dependent Variable: VAR00002 
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 Model Summary 
 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 

Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 

1 ,049(a) ,002 -,048 ,11250 

a  Predictors: (Constant), VAR00001 
 
 ANOVA(b) 
 

Model   
Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regressio
n 

,001 1 ,001 ,047 ,830(a) 

Residual ,253 20 ,013     

Total ,254 21       

a  Predictors: (Constant), VAR00001 
b  Dependent Variable: VAR00002 
 
 Coefficients(a) 
 

Model   

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant
) 

,616 ,079   7,828 ,000 

VAR0000
1 

,023 ,108 ,049 ,218 ,830 

a  Dependent Variable: VAR00002 
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Sinhalese population homogeneity and VT, 1947

 
Note: Variable 1 = Sinhalese population concentration and Variable 2 = voter turnout figures 

 

 

Table 5.2 Results of regression analysis between the variable Sinhalese population 

concentration and Voter Turnout figures in the Sri Lankan districts, 1982 

 
 Descriptive Statistics 
 

  Mean Std. Deviation N 

VAR00002 ,8044 ,09957 22 

VAR00001 ,6889 ,31919 22 

 
 Correlations 
 

    VAR00002 VAR00001 

Pearson 
Correlation 

VAR00002 1,000 ,799 

VAR00001 ,799 1,000 

Sig. (1-tailed) VAR00002 . ,000 

VAR00001 ,000 . 

N VAR00002 22 22 

VAR00001 22 22 
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 Variables Entered/Removed(b) 
 

Model 
Variables 
Entered 

Variables 
Removed Method 

1 VAR00001(
a) 

. Enter 

a  All requested variables entered. 
b  Dependent Variable: VAR00002 
 
 Model Summary 
 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 

Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 

1 ,799(a) ,639 ,621 ,06133 

a  Predictors: (Constant), VAR00001 
 
 ANOVA(b) 
 

Model   
Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regressio
n 

,133 1 ,133 35,363 ,000(a) 

Residual ,075 20 ,004     

Total ,208 21       

a  Predictors: (Constant), VAR00001 
b  Dependent Variable: VAR00002 
 
 Coefficients(a) 
 

Model   

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant
) 

,633 ,032   19,954 ,000 

VAR0000
1 

,249 ,042 ,799 5,947 ,000 

a  Dependent Variable: VAR00002 
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Note: Variable 1 = Sinhalese population concentration and Variable 2 = voter turnout figures 

 

 

Table 5.3 Results of regression analysis between the variable Sinhalese population 

concentration and Voter Turnout figures in the Sri Lankan districts, 2005 

 
 Descriptive Statistics 
 

  Mean Std. Deviation N 

VAR00002 ,7193 ,19856 22 

VAR00001 ,6858 ,31754 22 

 
 Correlations 
 

    VAR00002 VAR00001 

Pearson 
Correlation 

VAR00002 1,000 ,832 

VAR00001 ,832 1,000 

Sig. (1-tailed) VAR00002 . ,000 

VAR00001 ,000 . 

N VAR00002 22 22 

VAR00001 22 22 
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 Variables Entered/Removed(b) 
 

Model 
Variables 
Entered 

Variables 
Removed Method 

1 VAR00001(
a) 

. Enter 

a  All requested variables entered. 
b  Dependent Variable: VAR00002 
 
 Model Summary 
 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 

Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 

1 ,832(a) ,692 ,677 ,11287 

a  Predictors: (Constant), VAR00001 
 
 ANOVA(b) 
 

Model   
Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regressio
n 

,573 1 ,573 44,985 ,000(a) 

Residual ,255 20 ,013     

Total ,828 21       

a  Predictors: (Constant), VAR00001 
b  Dependent Variable: VAR00002 
 
 Coefficients(a) 
 

Model   

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant
) 

,362 ,058   6,209 ,000 

VAR0000
1 

,520 ,078 ,832 6,707 ,000 

a  Dependent Variable: VAR00002 
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Sinhalese population homogeneity and VT, 2005

 
Note: Variable 1 = Sinhalese population concentration and Variable 2 = voter turnout figures 

 

 

Table 5.4 Results of regression analysis between the variable Sinhalese population 

concentration and Voter Turnout figures in the Sri Lankan districts, 2005 

 
 Descriptive Statistics 
 

  Mean Std. Deviation N 

VAR00002 ,7185 ,15771 66 

VAR00001 ,6899 ,28684 66 

 
 Correlations 
 

    VAR00002 VAR00001 

Pearson 
Correlation 

VAR00002 1,000 ,561 

VAR00001 ,561 1,000 

Sig. (1-tailed) VAR00002 . ,000 

VAR00001 ,000 . 

N VAR00002 66 66 

VAR00001 66 66 
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 Variables Entered/Removed(b) 
 

Model 
Variables 
Entered 

Variables 
Removed Method 

1 VAR00001(
a) 

. Enter 

a  All requested variables entered. 
b  Dependent Variable: VAR00002 
 
 Model Summary 
 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 

Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 

1 ,561(a) ,314 ,304 ,13161 

a  Predictors: (Constant), VAR00001 
 
 ANOVA(b) 
 

Model   
Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regressio
n 

,508 1 ,508 29,341 ,000(a) 

Residual 1,108 64 ,017     

Total 1,617 65       

a  Predictors: (Constant), VAR00001 
b  Dependent Variable: VAR00002 
 
 Coefficients(a) 
 

Model   

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant
) 

,506 ,042   11,910 ,000 

VAR0000
1 

,308 ,057 ,561 5,417 ,000 

a  Dependent Variable: VAR00002 
 

 



 55 

0,00 0,20 0,40 0,60 0,80 1,00

VAR00001

0,00

0,20

0,40

0,60

0,80

1,00

V
A

R
0
0
0
0
2

Sinhalese population homogeneity and VT, 1947, 1982 and 
2005

 
Note: Variable 1 = Sinhalese population concentration and Variable 2 = voter turnout figures 
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6.1 Appendix 6 

 

Electoral district\ 
Hetero/Homogeneity 1946 1981 2001 

1. Colombo Homo Homo Homo 

2. Gampaha Homo Homo Homo 

3. Kalutara Homo Homo Homo 

4. Mahanuwara  Hetero Homo Homo 

5. Matale Homo Homo Homo 

6. Nuwara-Eliya Hetero Hetero Hetero 

7. Galle Homo Homo Homo 

8. Matara Homo Homo Homo 

9. Hambantota Homo Homo Homo 

10. Jaffna* Hetero Homo Homo 

11. Vanni* Hetero Homo Homo 

12. Batticaloa* Hetero Homo Homo 

13. Digamadulla  Hetero Hetero Hetero 

14. Trincomalee* Hetero Hetero Hetero 

15. Kurunegala Homo Homo Homo 

16. Puttalam Homo Homo Homo 

17. Anuradhapura Homo Homo Homo 

18. Polonnaruwa Homo Homo Homo 

19. Badulla Hetero Hetero Homo 

20. Moneragala Homo Homo Homo 

21. Rathnapura Homo Homo Homo 

22. Kegalle Homo Homo Homo 
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6.1 Appendix 7 

 

Table 7.1 Voter turnout by district, Parliamentary election 1947 

 

Electoral district\ 
Voter turnout 

Voter 
turnout 

1. Colombo 74,4% 

2. Gampaha 56,4% 

3. Kalutara 69,2% 

4. Mahanuwara  66,8% 

5. Matale 83,7% 

6. Nuwara-Eliya 62,8% 

7. Galle 81,5% 

8. Matara 51,5% 

9. Hambantota 60,8% 

10. Jaffna 52,9% 

11. Vanni 62,5% 

12. Batticaloa 57,6% 

13. Digamadulla  66,2% 

14. Trincomalee 50,4% 

15. Kurunegala 49,1% 

16. Puttalam 58,8% 

17. Anuradhapura 59,0% 

18. Polonnaruwa 61,2% 

19. Badulla 89,7% 

20. Moneragala 52,0% 

21. Rathnapura 66,4% 

22. Kegalle 57,5% 

All districts 63,9% 
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Table 7.2 Voter turnout by district, Presidential election 1982 

 

Electoral district\ 
Voter turnout 

Voter 
turnout 

1. Colombo 78,6% 

2. Gampaha 84,1% 

3. Kalutara 85,6% 

4. Mahanuwara  86,6% 

5. Matale 87,2% 

6. Nuwara-Eliya 86,6% 

7. Galle 83,2% 

8. Matara 84,3% 

9. Hambantota 82,3% 

10. Jaffna 46,3% 

11. Vanni 61,5% 

12. Batticaloa 71,3% 

13. Digamadulla  79,8% 

14. Trincomalee 71,4% 

15. Kurunegala 87,2% 

16. Puttalam 82,2% 

17. Anuradhapura 85,7% 

18. Polonnaruwa 83,6% 

19. Badulla 86,9% 

20. Moneragala 83,3% 

21. Rathnapura 86,8% 

22. Kegalle 85,4% 

All districts 80,4% 
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Table 7.3 Voter turnout by district, Presidential election 2005 

 

Electoral district\ 
Voter turnout 

Voter 
turnout 

1. Colombo 76,8% 

2. Gampaha 80,7% 

3. Kalutara 81,4% 

4. Mahanuwara  79,6% 

5. Matale 79,0% 

6. Nuwara-Eliya 80,8% 

7. Galle 81,9% 

8. Matara 81,0% 

9. Hambantota 81,4% 

10. Jaffna 1,2% 

11. Vanni 34,3% 

12. Batticaloa 48,5% 

13. Digamadulla  72,7% 

14. Trincomalee 63,8% 

15. Kurunegala 80,5% 

16. Puttalam 71,7% 

17. Anuradhapura 79,0% 

18. Polonnaruwa 80,4% 

19. Badulla 81,3% 

20. Moneragala 81,2% 

21. Rathnapura 83,9% 

22. Kegalle 81,2% 

All districts 71,9% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


