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The District Development Councils (DDCs) scheme introduced by the
United National Party (UNP) government has generated interest that centred largely
around two aspects.. On the one hand, it is looked upon as an institutional device
for greater administrative decentralisation with a view to promoting better district
level planning and development. On the other, on account of the envisaged de-
centralisation and implied devolution of power—with the Members of Parliament
(MPs) and elected members at the district level—the scheme is said to have some
relevance and significance vis-a-vis the ‘Tamil problem’ which still remains and
unresolved issue in Sri Lankan politics. The paper is mainly concerned with the
second aspect and focuses attention on (i) the structural arrangements and the
power-relationships between the centre and the districts (ii) the participation of the
Tamil United Liberation Front (TULF) in the scheme and (iii) the major implica-
tions for Tamil politics in the context of the basic issues that have figured promiently
in recent times. o '

Presidential Commission on the Development Councils,

Prior to the enactment of the legislation to provide for the DDCs, a Presi-
dential Commission was appointed by the government to report on the scheme.
The Commission was entrusted with the principal task of reporting on *‘the manner
in which economic development activity in a district could be.planned through the
District Minister and the Development Councils”! It is significant to note that
the TULPF, in supporting the decision to set up a Presidential Commission, nominated
two well-known personalities to serve as its representatives® on the Commission.
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The Presidential Commission after its deliberations on the subject of Develog-
ment Councils could not produce a unanimous report, perhaps because of the
political implications of some of the issues involved. The Commission’s report
had two parts, consisting of the ‘main report’ and a ‘dissent’ submitted by one of
TULF representatives® —both of whom did not sign the main report. The basic
disagreement between the main report and the dissenting report stemmed largely
from the role envisaged for the DDC s and the District Minister (DM). The main
report, considering the constitutional position of the DM* and viewing him as an
agent of the Centre recommended that the DDCs be headed by the DM. Further-
more, the main report conceded only somewhat relunctantly, it appears, that “if
the government considers it necessary the Development Councils may be conferred
subordinate law making powers subject to Parliamentary and  Ministerial direc-
tion and may be incorporated by an Act of Parliament”.*

The dissenting report in contrast showed a different approach in regard to
the role of the DDCs through the intermediary of the DM. It envisaged a DDC
scheme with the Council—a democratically constituted body—headed by an elected
_Chairman and an Executive Committee headed by the DM. The DDCs were
envisaged as agencies primarily responsible for planning the development of the
district for which subordinate law-making powers—including those to raiserevenue
by taxation and other means—are shown to be indispensable. The casc argued
in the dissenting report for a district authority—democratically constituted—dircct-
ing the administration and development activities with adequate dcvolution of
power may be what the TULF hoped for from the deliberations of the Presidential

Commission.

It is interesting to note that many of the provisions of the subscquent Develop-
ment Councils Act, No. 30, 1980 pertaining to the organisational stri.cture znd
relationships between the different entities do have a similarity to the principles
and arrangements suggested in the dissenting report. However, this conformity in
many respects appears to be in form only, devoid of much substance, as the actual
power-relationships between the centre and the new district authorities scem to
have been weighted more in favour of the agencies of the centre - the Disirict
Minister the Minister®, the appropriate Minister and, finally, the President.

Development Councils Act and the Structural Arrangemets

The Development Councils Act of 1980 sought to (i) provide the nccessary
organisational structure (i) define the powers and functions of diffcrent institutions
and (iii) determine the power-relationships between the centre and the ncw district
authorities. The DDC scheme, as designed, embodics principally three instiutions
namely, (i) the District Minister, (ii) the Executive Committee and (iii) the )

Deve
ment Council. velop.
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According to the provisions of the Act pertaining to membership, the DDCs
will include (a) the MPs in the district concerned as ex-officio members and (b)
elected members whose number, as ‘determined by the President, will be less: than
the number of MPs for the district.¥ The DDCs so constituted will be headed by
an elected Chairman who would have been placed first on the nomination list of
the party (or independent group/s) that polled the highest number of votes at the
DDC clections. The composition of the DDCs as presently determined no doubt
gives a built-in-advantage to the parties—the UNP and the TULF—that already
enjoy a majority position in terms of the number of MPs in the districts concerned.

The Executive Committee forms an integral part of the DDCstructure.Each
DDC will have an Executive Committee—headed by the DM—consisting of the
elected Chairman of the Council and two other members of the Council appointed
by the DM in consultation with the Chairman. The executive Committee is res-
ponsible for the formulation of the ‘annual development plan’, its implementation
and the preparation of the annual budget. ‘

The DM, already a functioning entity at the district level even before the
DDC scheme came into operation, becomes key figure linking the centre and the
districts, and deriving his authority directly from the President. The DM, being
the ‘President’s man’ will be able to exercise considerable authority and power
through the Exccutive Committee over the aftairs of the Council. On him falls
"the main task of harmonizing the district development policies and perspectives
with those of the overall government policies and national perspectives. It is also
significant to note that the DM is a ‘political appointee’ of the President—from the
government parliamentary group—functioning in the DDC set up with the MPs
and elected members at the district level.

A perusal of the structural arrangements of, and the assignment of powers,
duties and functions to, the differcnt agencics involved in the DI3C structure reveals
that on a number of important matters the centre and its agencies retain consider—
able powers of conirol and direction at different levels.

The district regional policies and perspectives relating to socio-economic
development under the PDC scheme are to be reflected mostly in the formulation
and implementation of ‘the annual developmeni plan’ for cach district. In the
Act, which has placed much emphasis on the annual development plan, the DDCs
have been a assigned a wide range®  of subjects covering all the important areas
of socio-cconomic development. As cnvisaged, it is through the annual develop-
ment plan that the DDCs are expected to promote and carry out district level plann-
ing and development.

It is laid down in the DCs Act that in respect of all or any of Lhe subjects
_listed in the First Schedule?, the Executive Committee shall consider draft dcvelop-
ment proposals from the appropriate Minister and formulate other proposals in
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consultation with other appropriate Ministers and prepare an annual development
plan on the basis of such proposals. Such a plan will then be submitted to the
DC for its approval (Section 35 (a)). Further, the DDC after its approval of the
annual development plan will then submit such plan to thc Minister for his approval
and upon approval “such plan shall constitute the annual development plan of the
Council for: that year” (Section 44). It would appear therefore that the exercise
of authority by both the Minister and the appropriate Ministers in dealing with
development projects and annual development plan for a district can give them
considerable powers of direction and control. In addition., the Centre can also
exercise authority and control through its financial allocations on which the DDCs
will have to depend a great deal.

The DDCs are given powers of subordinate legislation in regard to taxation
and other important matters. However, these are themselves subject to the ap-
proval of the Minister, and appropriate ‘Minister and the sanction of Parliament
(Section 25). Similarly the powers to raise money through borrowing also requires
the approval of both the Minister .and the Minister of Finance.
Also any donations or other assistance made generaly or for any specific projects
will have to get the approval of thec Minister (Section 19 (2) b).

The section of the DCs Act dealing with ‘General control’ specifies further'
powers of control and direction in regard to the activities of the new district author-
ities. In the exercise of such powers the DM, the Minister (of Local Government)
and the President figure prominently again. The DM is duty-bound to rcport
to the President whenever there is a conflict between him and the Executive Com-
mittce of the Council over matters concerning “the application of the general policy
of the government.in the district” (Section 61 (1)). The President has the power
to dissolve the Executive Commitiec when such ‘conflicts’ are found to be ‘irrecon-
cilable’. The President can also remove from office any member of the Exccutive
Committee for ‘incompetence’ or ‘mismanagement’ (Section 62 (10) ). Moreover
the Minister of Local Government has the power to remove the chairman of a DDC
from office or all or any of the clected members of the Council on the grounds of
‘incompetance’, ‘mismanagement’, ‘persistent default in the performance of duties
or ‘neglect to comply with any of the provisions of the Act’ (Section 63 (i). In
the event of the removal of the Chairman from office he will cease to be a member
of il council. When all the elected members of the DDC arc removed (under
section 63(i) ) the other members also cease to function and the DM will -“then
exercise and perform all powers and duties and functions of the Council until such
time as the Minister orders an election to be held to clect new members of the Council
(Section 63 (i) (a) and (b). The President also has the powers “to make orders
of an administrative nature _provxdmg for any unforseen or special circumstances
or ﬁ?r dcgermmmg or .adJu§ung any quesiion or matter lh:dt would arise in con-
nection with the administration of a DDC for which no provision or e

: flective ¥
sion has been made in the Act” (Section 94). ) Prov;s
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Most of the provisions for ‘general control’ may be used only in exceptional
circumstances. Nevertheless, they have been incorporated in the Act so that the
Centre would be able to exercise its authority at various levels and in different situ-
.ations, if%he need arises. The key issue in any exercise aimed at decentralisation
and devolution of authority is the power-relationships between the Centre and the
peripheral units. The main legal provisions of the DCs Act now in operation
offer no firm assurance of a power-distribution favouring the district units. This
may make the DDCs ineffective instruments of regional administration and develop-
ment.

DDCs and the TULF

The appointment of the Presidential Commission as well as the subsequent
legislation, supported by the TULF, led to the belief that this particular exercise in
decentralisation and devolution-besides being a general scheme-had *“something
more” to offer towards redressing Tamil political grievances. The government’s
view was that the TULF and the Tamils should find much that is acceptable in the
scheme—though no specific and explicit policy declaration was made to this effect.
The TULF for its part hoped that decentralisation and devolution could result in
some measure of ‘regional/district autonomy’ in the DDC scheme which it felt
would be to the advantage of the Tamils and ‘Tamil areas’.

The TULF decision to support the DCs Bill in the Parliament and to particip-
ate in the working of the schemc was no doubt a significant event in the TULF-
centred politics of recent years, indicating the emergence of a ‘working arrangement’
between the government and the Tamil political leadership. This decision was
hailed as a ‘““positive step in the right direction’!®, by the independent national
“English weekly, the Tribune, which may well have reflected the views of the Colombo
based Tamils, Tamil business interests and other ‘moderate’ sections of the Tamils.

After going through a politically troublesome period since the 1977 race
riots, followed by the severely unsettled conditions in Jaffna resulting in a state of
emergency in 1979'! —during wich the security forces were engaged in “climinating
terrorism”—the TULF leadership scemed to be in a mood to respond to the DDC
proposal. It appeared that the informal and intermittant talks between the govern-
ment and the TULF representatives may have also paved the way for the TULF’s

" decision on the DDC scheme.

" The TULF decision to support the DDCs and particiapte in the working
of the scheme has also resulted in serious internal problems for the Front for the
first time since its formation. The DDC issue has spilt the TULF sharply on
account of thé differences that emerged between—what may be labelled—the
‘moderate leadership’ on the one hand and the ‘activists’ and ‘radicals’ on the other.

It would be true to say, however, that the DDC issue only further underlined the
differences which have already begun to emerge within the TULF in regard to the
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political strategy pertaining to the ‘Eelam demand’. With the commitment to
‘Tamil Eelam’,'? for which the TULF is said to have received a mandate at "the
1977 general elections, the activist and radical groups saw this as the only goal
towards which the TULF should work for and they strongly opposed any moves
which they considered will dilute or compromise it. Consequently, they expected
the TULF leadership to adopt a very definite and uncomporomising stand on the
commitment towards Eelam. The leadership, however, having had to operate
within the limits of mainstream parliamentary politics and considering the bitter
experiences that stemmed from the racial disturbances in the recent past, opted for a
more flexible and pragmatic approach. Such differences had begun to emerge even
before the DDC issue. This issue, however, led to a more open confrontation
between the TULF leadership and the ‘dissidents’.

The ultimaté decision to support the DCs Bill was taken after a much intense
and even acrimonious debate within the TULF. The TULF leadership had the
support of the entire parliamentary group (though one or two had strong reservations)
as well as that of the moderate elements within the organisation and even managed
to win over some of the party and youth activists. Nevertheless the decision caused
a major rift within the Front because of the hard core of dissidents who opposed
the move. This split also began to be felt among the party’s constituent groups,
such as the youth organisation, party loyalists, politically active expatriate Tamils
and others.

The opposition to the DDCs, significantly enough, has been led by an in-
fluential and articulate section within the TULF comprising some of the prominent
and long-standing members. The public campaign against the leadership on this
issue was spear-headed by Suthanthiran'®, which until recently was the TULF’s

‘official’ political weekly in Tamil. The Suthanthiran—representing the voice of
" the dissident groups—actively campaigned against the DDCs and the leadership
became the target of attack. All this brought into the open the sharp division of
opinion that emerged withing the TULF, which also resulted in the expulsion of a
few prominent party loyalists. The TULF leadership had to face its biggest chal-
lenge from the dissidents since its formation six years ago.

In the public speeches and statements defending their action to support
the DDCs—that appeared in the Tamil press—the TULF leaders have often stressed
two important matters, namely, ‘the development of the Tamil areas’ and the ‘safe-
guarding of the Tamil areas’—through the TULF controlled councils. While
reiterating the TULF’s long-term political commitment, the leaders a}gued that
the DDC scheme could be accepted and worked to develop and safeguard the Tamil
areas. .

The dissidents on the other hand vehemently criticised the TULF leadership

for their acceptance of the “ineffective Development Councils”. They maintained
that the TULF’s participation would divert attention away from what they perceived
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as the single-minded commitment and the necessary campaign and struggle to
achieve the ultimate political goal-—‘Tamil Eelam’. The dissidents accused the
TULF leadership of having deviated from the political commitment towards Eelam
in accepting the DDCs. What appeared to be the crux of the matter to the dissidents
and their sympathisers is that the acceptance of the DDCs will weaken the “resolve
and commitment of the Tamil people” towards Eelam. Since the DDC issue, the
attitudes have hardened and the TULF leadership and the dissidents became openly
and irreconcilably divided.

The Tamil political leadership (of the Federal Party) in the past had agreed
to some sort of ‘regional autonomy’ as a basis for ‘interim settlement’ of the Tamil
question. This was at a time when the major political commitments were within
the framework of federalism and the idea of a ‘separate Tamil nation’ or that of
the ‘right to self-determination’ did not gain much currency as today. The regiona-
councils in the Bandaranaike—Chelvanayagam pact (July 1957) and the ‘district
councils’ in the Dudley Senanayake—Chelvanayagam agreement(March 1965)-
both of which were never implemented—were specifically designed to redress the
grievances of the Tamils. In both these agreements the principle of ‘regional
autonomy’ in one form or another had been given a place, which has always ap-
pealed ‘to the Tamil political leadership. In the light of this past strategy, the
TULF leadership felt justified in accepting the DDC s in the present circumstances
as an ‘interim arrangement’. The TULF is committed to the DDC scheme in the
hope that the TULF controlled councils will be able to concentrate an the develop-
ment of the Tamil areas and establish some degree of authority over their administr-
ation—though the existing pattern of power distribution between the centre and
the district units in the scheme leaves a good deal to be desired. This appears to
be a key area of discussion in the ‘peace talks’ that went on intermittantly during the
past eight months between the government and the TULF representatives, - Having
committed itself to participate in the DDC scheme, the TULF took the lelection
to DDCs seriously and saw in them an opportunity to demonstrate its political
standing in the predominantly Tamil areas.

DDCs Election and the TULF

. The DDCs election held in June 1981 .constituted the first nation-wide elec-
tions held after the 1977 general election on the basis of proportional representation
The country’s pro-government mass media hailed the DDCs election as a -*“‘mini
general election”.

The procedures and regulations that governed the election of members to
the DDCs were set out in the Development Councils Elections Act of 1981. The.
relevant sections of this Act applied to every DDC constituted under the provisions
of the earlier legislation—the Development ‘Councils Act of 1980. The electoral
law and procedure for the. DDCs election permitted any ‘recognised political party’
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and ‘independent groups’ to submit nominations for the election of members—
under. proportional representation—to the DDCs in each district. This required
the submission of the list of candidates arranged in an order of priority by the
recognised political parties and independent groups.

The nominations for the elections to all the DDCs in the twenty four districts
were received during 20th—27th April 1981. The DDCs elections were fixed
for June 4th. Though hailed as a mini general election by the pro-government
press, the most significant feature about the DDCs elections--on a national scale-
was that not all the recognised political parties contested the clections.  Ultimate-
ly, only the ruling UNP and the régional TULF became the major contenders,
with the Janatha Vimukthi Perumuna (JVP)contesting as the most important in-
dependent group. Because the main national opposition partics did not enter the
polls, the UNP was returned uncontested in the DDCs of seven districts. '* Thus
polling took place on 4th June 1981 only in the other seventeen districts.

The government party contested in all the DDCs in the seventeen disiricts
where polling took place, while the TULF contested in all the seven clectoral districts
of the northern and castern provinces. The UNP, which faced a challenge from the
JVP in the South—though not a serious onz—saw the DDCs elections as an op-
portunity to rcceive an endorsement of its own political and cconomic record since
1977. As far as the northern and eastern provinces arc concerned, the UNP hoped

‘that jt could make political inroads so as to undermine the TULL  dominance

especially in thd north.

The TULEF too was keen to demonstrate its electoral standing «ud was deter-
mined to “capture power” in most the DDCs of the Northern and Eastern Provi-
nces. The TULF conducied its DDC clection campaign pointedly in relation to
some well-publicised issues such as the “preservation of the territory of the Tamils™

. and “ economic development of the Tamil areas”. These have already figured

promincntly when the TULF leadership justified its acceptance of the DDC scheme.
In its election campaign the TULF leadership stressed the need for the acceptance of
the new district authorities to “administer and develop the predominantly Tami]
areas”. For this it was argued that the TULF should gain control of most DDCs in
the predominantly Tamil areas of the northern and castern . provinces. Such an
outcome will also be a reaffirmation of the support for the TULF from the majority
of the Tamil people. :

The UNP’s decision to contest all the DDCs in the northern and castern
provinces reflected its keenness to establish a political basc—-especially in the north.
ern province, aud that too in Jaffna—as a counterweight to the TULF, The UNP
carried out a well-publicised campaign in the northern and eastern Provinces h;
which -several government Ministers participated. Even the Prime Minister's
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visit to Jaffna a few months before the the DDCs election appeared to be part of the
pre-election campaign. There was no doubt that the government attached a great
deal of significance to the DDC polls in the predominantly Tamil districts.

Besides the two major participants—the TULF and the UNP—in the DDC
clections in the northern and eastern provinces, the Tamil Congress and three
other independent groups also came into the scene. The Tamil Congress contest-
cd in all the four districts in the northern province, besides ficlding candidates for
the Colombo district which, of course, had not much significance. In the regional
politics of the Tamils in recent times, in which the “Tamil nationality question,
loomed large, the Tamil Congress has lost its standing among large sections of
the Tamil population even before the DDC elections.

In all the clsetocal districts, other than JalTna, poﬂing took place under
relatively pzaceful conditions without serious incidents. la the Jafina district,
however, the eleciion took piac/c against a background of violence,disorder . insecur-
ity and tension which resuited in the imposition of a state of emergency on the eve
of the DDC eclections. ¢

Since the carly 1970s the socio-poliical situation in the Jafina region became
severely and continuously disturbed both by acts of violence or ‘political terrorism
by the ‘Tamil Tigers™and intensified counter mcasures, reprisals and arrest by the
security forcas. These periodically gave rise to panic, tension and insecurity in
the region. The DDC election campaign in Jafina commenced against a back-
ground of the unsettled atompphere that followed the famous Neerveli (Bank)
robbery (25th March 1981) rcported to be the work of Tamil guerrilla groups. In
this daring and successful robbery two sinhalese policzmen died and this led to
intensified activity by the security forces. The DDCs election campaign itsell
contribuied to a build up of tension and violence during the month preceding the
clections. It was in such a climate that the assassination of the UNP candidale—
who headed the party’s list for the Jaffna DC—took place. The situation [urther
deteriorated when thres policemen on duty at a TULF meeting closc to the Jaffna
town were shot. Onc of the policemen,. a Sinhalese,dicd immediately and the
and the other, a Tamil, succumbed to the injuries later.

This incident appears to have triggered off the same night—and which continued
for two nighrs that foliowed—widespread arson and destruction of public and pri-
vatet property in Jaffna town!® and other places by a section of the additional police
force that came to Jaffna in connection with the DDC elections. A few persons
also were killed during theis period,believed to be by the security personnel.
All this led to widespread panic, tension, disorder and lawlessness on the eve of
the polls. To add to this some of the TULF MPs— including the TULF leader—
were arrested by the security personnel in the early hours of ihe election morning—
reporied to have been taken into “protective custody™ according to the official
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version. They were , however, released soon on the orders of the President. As
the law and order situation deteriorated because thc normal law enforment
machinery completely broke down resulting in considerable uncertainty and
disruption of normal life in the town arca. the government imposed a state of emerg-
enicy and curfew in the Jaffna district.

Such were the circumstances in which the DDCs clection came to be held
in the Jaffna district. It was subsequently reported that a special Presidential team
that visited Jaflna the weck prior to the eclections, had reported that conditions
were not favourable to hold the clections. Notwithstanding this, the government
decided to go ahead with the elections and two leading Cabinet Ministers werce
sent to Jaffna to ‘oversee’ the conduct of the clections. '

The conduct of the DDC elections in Jaffna amidst chaos and tension revealed
a disorderly and unsatisfactory state of affairs. It came to be krown later that on
the evening before the elections, the appointiment of several Senior Presiding Oflicers
were revoked and in their place new persons—most of them inexperienced and
transported from outside the district in the last minute—-were appoinied. There
were also several irregularities and malpractices during and after polling. It was
reporied that polling did not commence in time in many centres and polling closed
carlier than scheduled in some others. There were also instances where the Presid-
ing Officers—who were probably ignorant of the procedure—did not submit certified
statements about the votes cast, after counting them in the respective centres. - And
the ballot boxes in respect of such centres were not rceeived at the Kachcheri in
time and some were not rececived at all—which still remain unaccounted for. Be-
cause of the disorderly situation and the numerous problems cncountered, the
clection results of the Jaffna district were not relessed until about a week after poll-
ing day.' ¢

Thic most notable general feature about the out come of the DDCs clection
has teen markedly low turn-out!? especially in the electoral districts outside the
northern and eastern provinces. In all the seventeen districts of the island where
polling took place, there were altogether 4,931,887 registered voters: of this the
total number that polled came to 2,710,102 representing 54.5%,. This is a low
figure for any nation-wide election and certainly  a striking contrast to last general
clection (1977) when the persentage poll for the whole country was 87, Apart
from the ‘lower status’'® that would have been accorded to the DDCs clection
by the voters, these elections did not generate much interest and enthusiasm especial-
ly when the national opposition parties withdrew from the polls and called for a

bovcott of the elections.
i ’

Although voter participation has gencrally been low at the DDCs eleclion
this appears to be very largely a phenomenon that charaterised the districts oulsidg:

the northern and eastern provinces. In the ten electoral districts outside (|
¢
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northern and eastern provinces the number that voted out of the total registered
voters in percentage terms came to only 50%. The boycott campaign by the op-
position parties could have contributed to this strikingly very low percentage poll.
In contrast, the clectoral districts of the northern and eastern provinces recorded
considerably higher voter participation—719% for the northern province and 75%
for the castern province. However, it is worth noting that these are themselves
lower percentages compared to the last general clection when the northern and
castern provinces recorded in aggregate terms 829 and 889 respectively.

The voter-participation in the northern and eastern province also revealed
marked differences between some districts at the DDCs election. In partilular,
the Jaffna district had the lowcest voting percentage—69 % —for the whole of the
northern and eastern provinces. The highly distrubed conditions that prevailed
in Jaffna on the eve of the DDC election would have contributed to a lower polling
rate. In the other districts of this region, ihe voting percentages varied from 73 %
(Mullaitivu) and 859 (Mannar). While the polling percentages in all the electoral
districts ol the northern and eastern provinces at the DDCs election have been
lower than what they were at the last general elcction, the difference in some districts-
Jafina, Amparai and Trincomalee—became very marked. 1t is likely that in the
Amparai and Trincomalec disivicts the opposition boycoft campaign may have
had some eflect because of ihe SLFP votes. g

In the electoral districts of the northern and eastern provinces the contest
was really between the TULF and the UNP and the outcome had significant implic-
ations in regard to the TULF-—centred Tamil politics. In the electoral districts
of this region, the TULF altogether polled 468,560 votes, which represented 62 9%
of the total votes polled and 459 of the total regisiered voters. In contrast the
UNP received a total oi 223,741 votes which constituted 309 of the total poll and
229, of the total number of registered voters.

The performance of the TULF (as well as the UNP) at the DDCs clection
has differed a good deal in the various clectoral districts of the northern and eastern
provinces, which also rcflected the varied ethnic composition!? of the electoral
districts concerned. The Jafina district which has a very substantial Sri Lankan
Tamil population assumed special importance in the TULF-centerd politics and

the DDCs election.

On account of the violence and destruction unleashed by the security forces
a few days before polling, anti-government feeling ran high among the voters in

Jaffna.” This made the prospects for the UNP—which looked somewhat better

earlier—bleak as far as the Jaffna district was concerned.

At the Jaffna district DC election the TULF received in all 263,360 votes
which constituted 57% of the total registered vote (463,414) and 827 of the tqtal
votes polled (320,337)—sce Table 1. This undoubtedly gave an overwhelming
victory for the TULF which gained all the ten seats in the Jafina DDC. It may
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be worth recalling that at the last gencral clection the TULF obtained more or less
the same percentage of the registerod vote (38 %) as at the DDC election—securing
72%; of the poll—with a much higher voter participation of 81 % compared to the
69 9 at the June DDC election.

The UNP polled 23,202 votes at the Jaffna DDC clection—slightly higher
than what the Tamil Congress received—which represented 5% of ihe total registered
vote and 777 of the total poll. For a Tamil party which has had a long association
in Tamil politics, the Tamil Congress did very badly at the DDC clection. It received
in all 24,111 votes in the northern province. Of this, 21,682 votes were received in
the Jafina district, constituting 4.6% of the registered vote and 6.7% of the total
votes polled.  The Tamil Congress also polled 12,386 votes in the Colombo districy
which formed just 39; of the toial votes cast. The two independent groups in the
Jafina district togclher polled only 7646 votes which constituted a mere 2% of the
total votes polled.

The TULF performancs in the other elecioral districts of the northern and
castern provinces would have been influenced by the more varied ethnic character
of the electorates and the far greater challenge offered by its rival, the UNP, because
the latter had an already cstablished base in many of these districts. The more
mixed ethnic composition of the clectoral districts can have significant implications.
for the performacne of thc TUIF whosc appeal is confined to Tamil and to a lesser
extent, Tamil speaking votcrs. The UNP on the other hand has been able to
appeal to non-Tamil voters, Tamil spsaking non-Tamil voters and Tamil voters.
In the three electoral districts of Mullaitivu, Vavuniya and Mannar taken as a
whole, the extent of voter participaiion at the DDCs electon was 78 %—though
for the individual- districts it varied between 73%. and 85%, In the three districts
taken together the TULF received 459 (48,322) of the total number of registered
voters (108,493) and 56% of the total votes polled(85,765). Of the three districts, the
TULF did very well in thc Vavuniya and Mullaitivu districts, In the Vavuniya
district the total votes that the TUIF received constituted 47 % of the total registered
votes and 60 %, of the total votes cast. In the Mullaiivu district the corresponding
percentages came to 43% and 60%. In the Mannar district with a consideranly
higher voter participation(85 % )the TULF received43 % of the total registered vote
and 50% of the total poll. In regard to the TULF's share in total poll the percent-
age recorded for the Mannar district is the lowest in the electoral districts of the
northern province. The TULF won two seats in each of these three electoral dist-
ricts and the Chairmanships of the DDCs also went to the TULF as the party
that polled the highesi number of votes.

The fact that the TULF had to contend with a greaterUNP presence, polit-
ically, in the northern province outsidc the Jaffna district is demonstrated by the UNPs
performance in the Mannar district and to a sesser extent in the Vavuniya andMull-
laitivu districts. In all these three districts tzken together the UNP has received
32% of the registered vote and 40%, of the.total votes polled. - The UNP did better
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in the Mannar district probably bzciuse of a significant muslim vote. It received
309 of the total registered vote and 44 9 of the total poll. In the Mullaitivu district
the UNP votes represented 27% of the registered vote and 37% of the total votes
Cast and. the respective percentages arc almost the same for the Vavuniya district.
The’ UNP secured two seats in cach of the three districts—enqal number as the
TULF. It is importait to noic that of the UNP candidates elected to the DDCs
in the three districts five are Tamils and one is a muslim (Mannar).

. In the electoral districis of the eastern province, out of the total number of
registered voters amounting to 462,923 the total number that polled came to 348,257
i.e. 75%. Of the three districts takén individually only Batticaloa recorded a voting
percentage of 809, while Trincomalee and Ampavai districts recorded 74% and
729 respectively.  Although all the threz districts recorded lower voter participa-
tion in the 1981 DDC elections campared to ths 1977 general election, the difterence
as already noied, appeared to bs most muarked ia c3gard to Trincomalez and Am-
parai districts only.

The TULF’s position in the DDCs eleciion in the districts of the eastern
provicne as a whole showed that it received a total of 156,869 votes representing
34% of the total number of registered voters (462,923) and 459, of the total votes
polled. (348,267). Compared to this, th: UNP’s position is marginally better as
it secured 35% of the registered vote and 48% of the total votes cast—largely be-
cause of the outcome in the Amparai distvict. The TULF did very well in the
Batticaloa disirict—receiving 479 of the registered vote and 59 % of the total poll
compared to 22% and 279 respectively for the UNP.  In the Trincomalee district
which has a more ‘mixed’ ethnic composition the TULF obtained 37 9 of the regist-
ered vote and 50% of the total poll, while ihs UNP’s position came almost closer
to that of the TULF with 359 of the registercd voie and 489 of the totul poll.
In the Amparai district, where Tamils constitute only 229 of the population, the
UNP, as expected did very well and- it reccived 4995 of the total registered vote and
69% of the total votes casi. Thzs TULE rec:ived 209 of the registered voters an |
289 of the total votes polled. -

It is interesting to observe that soon aziter the DDCs clection results for the
eastern province were released, the UNP Icader and President commenting on the
party’s performance, pointedly made a reierence to the eflect that the SLI'P had
supported the ‘separatists’ in the Trincomalee district and other districts of the
eastern province..?° This siatement would scem to make sense in view of the fact
that the TULF’s share of the registered vote and total poll in the Batticaloa ad
Trincomalee districts increased at the DDC elections—which had a lower turnout-
‘compared to the position at the last general election. 2! During the DDC  clection
campaign in the eastern province there appered to have been some understanding
that the SLFP would support anti-government forces, and thercfore, the TULL,
after SLFP’5 wi'thdrx'x‘v'val-f'rom the DD C polls. ‘l_l' was also réported that " during
the DDC election campaign. in the eastern provinc, prominent SLE P supportes
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campaigned for the TULF candidates.Thus it is likely that ‘“‘some votes which
went to a party other than the UNP in 1977 were switched to the TULF in 1981 22
This could have happened to some extent despite the boycott campaizn.

The TULF won two seats in the Bafticaloa DC and its chairmanship, - while
the UNP won one seat. In the Trincomalee district, the TULF won one seat as
well as the chairmanship of the DC and the UNP also gained one seat. "In the
Amparai DC the UNP took three seats and the chairmanship and one seat
went tothe TULF. ’

Although the TULF won more seots in the Batticaloa district and
captured the chairmanship in the Batticaloa and Trincomolee DCs the UNP
has a majority in the them, because it hss more MPs in both districts.
This can have significant implications for the functioning of the DDCs when
the chairman belongs to arival political party from that of the MPsand
other elected members who can jointly constitute a majority. Thus
taking into account the total membership of the DDCsin the northern
and castern provinces- including the NPs, the TULF has a majority
and therefore will have ‘effective control’ only in the districts of Jafina, Vavuniya,
Mullaitivu and Mannar. In the Batticaloa, Trincomalee and Amparai districts,
the UNP will have a majority and therefore effective control, eventhough the TULF
elected members hold the chairmanships in the Batticaloa and Trincomalee DDCs

In the di tricts of Vavuniya, Mullaitivu and Mannar the TULF and the UNP
have equal representation in terms of elected members. But since the MPs belong
to the TULF the latter has a majority in these DDCs. In the Jaffna district all
the MPs and elected members of the DDC belong to the TULF. For this and
other reasons, the Jaffna DDC may bzcome the focal point of TULF activity.

Post — DDCs Election Phase :

The TULF victory at the Jafina DDC election was overshadowed by the
public concern and reaction over the ‘June disturbances’. The violence, destruc-
tion and extensive damage caused by a ssction of the government security forces
which came to be also described as ‘state terrorism’?3® —bzcame the number one
issueand receivedwide publicity outsidethe countryas well. Reflecting the mood of
the public, the TULF leadership adopied a strong stand against the government
amounting to what_appsared to be one of direct political confrontation. The
tragic events of May June became the subject of a lengthy statement and  protest
in Parliament by the TULF leadership when the first opportunity came after the
DDCs election.  As a protest move against the government, the TULF announced
its decision to boycott parliamentary sittings until adequate measures are taken by
the government in relation to the “five demands™ placed before it. The demands
preseméd were as follows. (1) the removal of the police force responsible
for causing the troubles, and arrangements to have 75% Tamil Muslim police force
as well as officers in charge of police stations and senior police officers m Tamil
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speaking areas, (ii) the establishment of Home Guards in each district under ths
DDCs to act in conjunction with the police to safeguard lives and property, (iii),
the withdrawal of the army personnel responsible for the killing and looting. (iv)
permitting an international body like the Amnesty International or International
commission of Jurists to inquire into the eveats from May 31-June 8 and  violations
of human rights in Jaflna and (v) the identification and punishment of the mis-
creants responsible for, and compensation for the victims of, the June disturbances.

The government was willing to consider some of these demands and others
in parts. But it refused to consider the demand relating to an International Com-
mission of inquiry. The government agreed instead to the appointment of a local
Commission of inquiry to deal with events only from May 31st to Junc 2nd, thus
excluding the events covered by the emergency and relating to the conduct of the
DDC election—the plausible reason being that any inquiry into the incidents after
June 2nd may have proved most embarassing to the government. Some of the
demands placed by the TULF formed the basis of the later negotiations that took
place between the government and the TULF representatives.

Meanwhile the situation in the country staried deteriorating as it moved
towards another outburst of racial violence directed against the Tamils in August.
This was preceded by a politically significant event—and formed a prelude to the
August (1981) communal violence—namely, the vdte of no confidence on the TULK
leader as the Leader of the Oppposition. Though this motien was introduced in
Parliament on the initiative of the government back-benchers it could not have
proceeded without the concurrence of the high-command; and the ‘sinhala  chauvin-
ist wing’ in the UNP appears to have played an active role. The debate in Parlia-
ment was confined to the government parliamentary group, as no opposition mem-
bers participated. The debate—without precedent—was a display, on the part of
some of the government parliamentarians-of virulent anti-Tamil sentiments directed
against the TULF leader. The anti-Tamil sentiments expressed by some of the
government back-benchers in their ‘indictment’ of the leader of the opposition and
the publicity it received may have played its part in increasing racial animosity.
The racial violence that erupted in August (1981) dirccted against the Tamils—ijp-
cluding the Indian Tamils—Iled to several deaths, widespread arson and looting in
many paris of the country. It appeared that organised gangs with alleged involve-
ment of some government party men have been behind the instigation of racial
violence in certain parts of the country. *

With the ‘June disturbances® in Jaflna, followed by the race riots in the
country in August—sscond since the present government came to power—the
government’s image in regard to law and order and stability suffered considerabl
The Indian press gave wide publicity to the August comaunal violence partly b)e/.
cause a large number of Indian Tamils became victims—and this probably Sparkeci
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off the anti-governmeat demonstrations in Tamil Nadu. The government’s normal
law enforcement machinery became ineffective and a state of emergency had to be
declared to bring the racial troubles under control..

It was in the wake of the 198] communal violence that the government in-
itiated moves towards negotiations with the TULF and the latter = responded.
Sincz then, these high-level ‘peace talks’ have gone on intermittantly between both
sides. The negotiations appear to have covered a number of important matters—
some of wiich centred around the “five. demands™ earlier put forward by the TULF
—including those relating to the “eflective implementation™ of the DDCs. The
DDCs have alrsady been found ineilective in many respects, most of which
attributed to “inadequate powers” and “inadequate funds”. The TULF sought
to remedy this through its negotiations with the government. The government
TULF dialogus that has taken place during past ten months or so resulted in
some improvement in the political relationship between the two sides. With this,
the TULF cnded its earlicr boycott of the parliamentary proceedings. The TULEF
also, it appsared had kept a distance from the other national opposition parties
during this phase of ‘rapproachment’ with the goverament. While this ‘accord’
is described as “‘the most significant step forward in government—TULF relations
since the UNP took office™, it is also noted—not without justification—that this
may be no more than “‘a temporary trace”. 24

There is no assurance that the government—TULF accord will last long
since it may bz subject to stresses and strains that could develop possibly out of the
volatile—and even potentially explosive-political situation likely to be experienced
in the north, especially Jaffna. The socio-political climate in the Jafina region will
be determined largely by the policies and actions of the politically aclive organisa-
tions and groups—including the ‘Tamil underground—and how the government
(and its szcurity forces) will react to such developing situations.

The TULF, no doubt, is*the dominant political entity with still a secure
clectoral base particularly in the north. Yet it cannot be said that it now enjoys the
same lcvel of popularity and support—the DDCs election performance notwith-
standing—as it did some years back. Any observer of the current political scenc
in the Jafina rcgion will not fail to notice that there has been some disenchantment
with, and even a growing opposition to, the TULF. What is most significant tonote
is that this growing resentment with the TULF policy—of negotiations with the
government for ‘concessions’—has emanated from some of its own constituent
groups, expecially youths, who had been hitherto loyal to the TULF leadership,
To that extent, there would have been some erosion of the TULTF support base
in the north during the past year or so.

The Tamil radical youths and other activists who are committed Eelamists—
and who had earlier operated under the TULF political umbrella—now feel that
they had been let down by the TULF leadership on the Eelam issue. The growing
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dissatisfaction with the TULF can be seen especially in the political campaign and
activitiss now centred around the Tamil Eelam Liberation Front (TELF), which
is a breakaway group from the TULF after the latter decided to accept the DDCs.

The new Front now appears to be a major rallying point for the dissident
groups disillusioned with the TULF. The TELF—headed by prominent persons
who had bzen in both the Federal Party and, its successor, the TULF—is now try-
ing to projest itself as an alternative—‘Liberation Front’—to the TULF engaging
itsolf in campaign and agitation in support of Tamil Eelam. =¢ The TELF as it is
presently organissd—though is yet to find a sound and dynamic leadership—ap-
pears to derive its strength due to the support from the dissident youth and student
groups, which are either strongly critical of, or are vehemen:ly apposed to, the TULF.
Thus the TELF, in alliance with the other dissident groups, had made things,
politically, very difficult for the TULF and its leadership could not just ignore-it
and had i take a serisus note of this developing situation. In May this year, the
TELF tog:iher with some of the other dissident youth and student groups organised
a partially succsssful one day hartal in the Jaflna town as a protest against - the
participation of the TULF MPs in the ceremonial opening of the new Pariiament
at Sri Jayawardenapura. About this, it has been remarked, significanily enough,
that ““this is the first time that a hartal against the TULF has been obscrved in
Jafftna”. *¢ This gave a fair indication of the dissatisfaction with the TULF.
Both the TULF and the TELF are now engaged in mutual recriminaticn in public
and, it apprars that polarisation of forces is almost complete. *? This tendency
it is important to note, has now also spread to the ranks of the politically active
exprtriate Tamil Eclamists, who for the past decade or so had helped considerably
to ‘internationalise’ the Sri Lankan Tamil problem. There is now amongst them,
an influential section—with a very strong pro-separatist stand—which is extremely
critical of the present TULF leadership and identifics itsclf openiy wiith the TELYF
and other dissident groups in the mnorth.

With the Eelam cry and ‘Tamil insurgency’ spotlight has also shifted to the
arena outside the mainstream politics in the north. It is in this context that the
actions and rolc of the ‘Tamil separatist guerrillas’-named the ‘Tamil Liberation
Tigers’—assume considerably significance. The Tamil Liberation Tigers, officially
labelled as ‘terrorists’, had been operating for the past seven years or so and they
are now a proscribed organisation under the government anti-terrorist laws. Sinc;
this organisation functions as a clandestine group no reliable informatijon is
available atout it. The Tamil Literaticn Tigers appear to te a smzil, tough
dedicated group of Eelamists—scire of tham are rcported to have hed l:':-inir-
abroad—committed to a guerrilla-lype armed resistence, with norih as thcif b ;g
and Tamil Nadu as a hide-out base. According to available information e
Litcration Tigers had been responsible for the killing of policemen, police j |’-
ence personnel, suspected police informants, political opponents, and sey o
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robberies. - Such politically motivated acts of violence and the strong counrer
measures by the government security forces had made the situation periodically
very unstable in Jaffna and political stability in the region has become a thing of

the past.

No accurate information is available about the kind of relationship that
would have existed in the past between the guerrillas and the TULF. It was general-
ly believed that there had bzen some links between the TULF politicians or at least
some of them, and the Liberation Tigers. Some in government circles even believed
that the ‘Tigers’ formed a ‘sccrat arm’ of the TULF.

Many of the militants who may now be ia the ‘Tiger movement’ would have
been associated with TULF poliiics in the past. Having operated under the TULF
umbrella—as members of its grass roots organisations—the most dedicated of the
militants would have constituted the nucleus of the underground resistant group/s
that came to be formzd. Sevzral of those who now form part of the Liberation
Tigers would have been, at onc time or another, involved with the earlier mass
political campaigns organised by the TULF and therefore would have developed
closer links with the TULF politicians and such asscciations would have continued
over the years. However, whaiever links that cxisted, it would seem - that the
Liberation Tigers had opecrated mostly on their own without having been directly
under the influence of the TULF politicians. At the same time, one cannot rule
out the possibility that those TULF politicians who were in close touch with the
arass roots level organisations would have had some knowledge—including perhaps
the identity of the leaders—of the Liberation Tigers. For some time the TULF
had turned a blind eye to the acis of ‘political violence’ for ‘which the Liberation
Tigers were held to be responsible. But the TULF leadzrship could not for long
adopt such on ambivalent attitude. It changed its policy and more recently had
begun to openly concdemn-and completely dissociate itsell from-the acts of viol-
cnce committed by the Liberation Tigers. This undoubtedly was an important
turning point in TULF politics. It signified a decision to sever whatever associa-
tion that would have existed between the TULF politicians and the Tamil under-
ground or sections within it and to dispcl the cloud of suspicion that hung over the

TULF on this question.

The present government had been engaged in the task of ‘“climinating ter-
rorism”™ in the north, especially Jafina, since 1979. But this led to only a limited
success initially. The Liberation Tigers, being a small group—the hardcore probab-
ly numbering not more than two hundred-had their safe hide-outs in South India
where they sought refuge whenever situation in the north became difficult due to
the intensified activities of the securiiy personnel. It cannot be claimed that the
Liberation Tigers have substantial support from the Tamil public in general—
other than among youths and other radical elemenis. Nevertheless, the general
public has shown much sympathy and even some admiration for thcm partly as a
reaction to the presence and behaviou of the security forces. Sympathy for the
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guerrillas, fear of reprisals from them and some admiration for them had all made
the general public the silent—in more than one sense—spectators of thé periodic
and violent confrontations between the guerrillas and the government security
forces. During the past year or so, however, the Liberation Tigers appear to have
suffered some setbacks. The government security forces were able to make a
significant break-through in their operations against the Tamil insurgents. Several-
Tamil youths, allegedly involved in terrorist activitics in the north have been arrested
and kept under incommunicado detention—with allegations of torture as well—
uner the draconian provisions of the Prevention of Terrorism Act. Also for the
first time, the Tamil underground groups have shown signs of internecine conflict
between rival factions. 28 This has brought to light what appears to be the emerg-
ence of serious internal crisis within the ranks of the Liberation Tigers.

Apart from the TULF, the TELF, other dissident youth and student groups
and the Liberation Tigers are entities that now matter very much in the Tamil
(Eelam) politics 29 of the north. Although the TULF is still the most dominant
force in terms of maintrean politics and electoral strength the other groups have
become increasingly important in terms of the impact they could have through
their policies and actions on the socio-political scence in the region. The TELF
and the other dissident youth and student groups now carry on their campaign
and agitation not only in tegard to the Eelam demand but also gainst the TULF
leadership. They also express support to the Liberation Tigers and .possibly there
are links betvreen the latter and some of the dissident youth and student groups.
The TULF leadership has openly expressed its disagreement with, and condemnation
of, political violence as a mcthod used by the Liberation Tigers. It has also foundit
necessary to defend its present policy (of negotiations with jhe government) which
is under atiack from the dissident groups—most of whom were its loyal supporters
not long ago. It is against such a politically complex and volatile background
that one has to see the implications of the government—TULF dialogue. For the
TULF this signified 2n «ttempt to reach a ‘political understanding’ with the-govern-
ment—on the bacis of some important issues of immediate relevance3® —without
-as the TULF saw it, compromising on basic and long-tcrm goals. Of the issues that
figured in the government—TULF negotiations, the TULF no doubt attached
greatest importance to those that dealt with the reform of the DDCs. It appears
that the major reform anticipated in the DDC structure is concerned with the deleg-
ation of Ministerial powers—on the subjects that came within the purview of the
DDCs—to the Excutive Committees of the DDCs via the District Ministers. How
adequate and meaningful this proposcd reform could be still remains to be seen,
Wheiher this will ensure that measure of decentralisation, devolution of authority
and ‘district autonomy’ that the TULF was keen to get through the DDCs cap be
a matter for conjecture. Whatever reforms that are contemplated at this stage in
regard to the DDCs, very little will be made effective before the elections~:ither

a Presidential election or parliamentary election generally expected to take

the end of this year or early next year. place by
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Neither the DDCs nor the Government—TULF ‘reconciliation’ had con-
tributed to‘any significant improvement in the political climate in the north. On
the contary the political aimosphere remains highly charged, due to the dissensions
and” disagreements-and the sharpening antagonism—between the TULF and the
dissident groups, the arrests and detention of many youths and the sporadic con-
frontations between the ‘Tigers’ and the security forces. Given this prevailing
climate it is likely that the government—TULF dialogue and the understanding
rcached thus far may run into serious difficultics—as therc are already signs of
this—in the context of the harsh political realities in the rcgion.

* Revised and enlarge version of an carlier seminar papar on the Devc]opmcnt Council sub-
‘mitted the Social Sci:ntiests Association, Colombo.
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Prof. A. Jeyaratnam Wilson and Dr. Neclan Thiruchelvam were the two
TULF nominecs who served on the Commissicn. Both have been closely
associated with the TULF and served as its most trusted representatives on
the Commission. They have also played a key role in paving the way for the
- subsequent TULF government dialogue that took place during the past
ten months or so.
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Dr. Neelan Thiruchelvam submitted his own proposals which formed a separl
ate part of the report finally submitted to the President.

+4. The present government replaced the District Political Autlcrities, mtrchCcd
by the previous government, with the District Minister system with formal
powers and contitutional status.

‘h

Presidential Connmission Report, p. 108. :
6. In relation to the DDCs “the Minister’ refers to Minister of Local GOvernmen.
7

Exception to this wouid be a district or districts where the number of MPs
is less than three; in which case the President specifics the number of elected
members which together with the number of MPs will not exceed five.

8. The First Schedule of the Act listed the following subjects: Agrarian Services;
Agriculture; Animal Husbandary; Co-operative Development; Cultural
Affairs; Education; Employment; Fisheries; Food; Health Services; Housing;
Irrigation Works (excluding those of an inter district character); Land use

. and Land settlcment; Rural Development; Small and Medium Scale Industries.

9. The DDCs are permitted to formulate develorment schemes in respect of
subjects not included in the First Schedule with the approval of the.appropriate
Minister and the concurrence of the Minister.
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Tribune, August 7,-1980, Colombo.

For a review of the important events connected with this, See Emergency 79,
published by the Movement for Inter-racial Justice and Equality (MIRJE),
May 1980.

The TULF's formal commitiment to Tamil Eelam’ came with the adoption
of the political resolution at its first national convention held on 14.5.1976,
which resolved that “the restoration and reconstitution of the free, soverign,
secular socialist state of Tamil Eelam. based on the right of self-determination
inherent to every nation has bscome in2vitable in order to safeguard the very
existence of the Tamil nation in the Country”.

For a long time, the Tamil weekly Suthanthiran, staried by the late leader
S. J. V. Chelvanayagam,-had been the authentic voice of the Federal Party
and then its successor, the TULF—until very recently. It now represents
mostly the views of the dissidenis and is very critical of the present TULF
leadership. To counter the political propaganda carried out by Suthanthiran,
the TULF started its own weekly named Uthayasurivan. Its printing press
was destroyed along with the TULF headquarters during the ‘June disturbances
in Jafina. A new weekly, Senkathir has now been started by the TULF.

The UNP was returned uncontested in the following electoral districts; Nuwara
Eliya; Matara; Mongcragala; Kegalle; Kandy; Kurunegala; and Ratnapura.
Among the premises burnt and/or destroyed within the Jafna town, the most
prominent were: the Jaffna Public Library (with serveral irreplaceable volumes)
The TULF headquarters; printing press and buildings of Elanadu, the only
regional Tamil daily in Jaffna; the residence of the Jafina M.P.; and the old
Market in the heart of the town.

The legality of Jaffna DC election has been challenged in the courts on the
grounds of irregularitics and malpractices in the conduct of the election.
The case is still pending. _

For a review of the DDCs election results and the UNP’s performance at the
national level, see S.W.R.dc A. Samarasinghe and C. R. de Silva: “The
Development Council Election of 1981: 1ts Political and Electoral implications™
Semin'alj Paper, Ceylon Studies Seminar, Marga Institute, and Sri Lanka
Foundation Institute, July 1981; and W. A. Wisawararnapala and Dias Hewa-
gama: “Elegtoral Politics in Sri Lanka—A Study of the Development Councils
Elections”, The Indian Jourial of Political Studics, July 1981.

Apart from the low turn out, there were also unusually large amount
of ‘spoilt votes’ at the DDCs elections in the electoral districts outside the
northern and eastern-provinces. Rejected votes as percentage of total polled
in all districts outside the northern and eastern provinces came to 8% the

. corresponding percentage for the electoral districts in the -northern and castern

province' was 1.5%. - Ou this see'Wiswawarnapala and Dias Hewagama opicit
b .
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District Development Councils

It is likely that the DDC election may have been seen by the electorate as some-
thing more than a mere local government election, but may not have been
treated as beingon par witha generalparliamentaryelection. The non-participa-
tion of the national opposition parties would have also been a significant
factor in the poor response in many electoral districts. For these and other
reasons, the comparison of the voting pattern in the 1981 DDCs election and
the 1977 general election has its limitations.

In all the cistricts of the northern and eastern provinces, other than Amparai
while the Sri Lankan Tamils constitute the largest ethnic group their propor-
tion in total district population has varied—ranging from the highest in Jafina
(95%) to the lowest in Trincomalee (35%).

Tamil speaking moors formed one—fourih of the district population in
Mannar and Batticaloa and much more in Trincomalee (32%) and Amparai
459). The Sinhalese population becomes numerically significant only in
the three districts of Vavuniya (17 %), Trincomalee (29 %) and Amparai (30%).

The President is reported to have said this: ‘Let the rank and file of the SLFP
and the rest of the country know that Eclam has received support from the
present SLFP leadership, particularly in Trincomalee and the rest of the

_ Eastern province’. Ceylon Daily News, June 13 1981.

The SLFP received nearly one-fourth of the total poll in the Trincomalec

"district and slightly morc than that in the Balticaloa district at the last general

election.
S. W. R. de A. A. Samarasinghe and C. R. de Silva, op., cit.

See What Happened in Jaffua: Days of Terror, A MIRJE publication, July
1981, Colombo.

Lanka Gceardian, November 15, 1981.

TELF spokeman have declared that the are not interested in parliamentary
politics, but are committed to conduct campaign and agitation outside this
arena through peaceful and non-violent means.

Saturday Review, May 1, 1982, Jafina.

In the TULF—TELF confrontation, the position of Mr. S.C. Chandraharsan
a prominent TULF personality, son of the late leader S. J. V. Chelvanayagam
and legal secretary of the TULF, remains controversial. He is a hardliner
in the TULF and has been known io have disagreed with the leadership on a
number of issues; he lends support to the TELF and other dissidents and also
speaks up for the Tamil youths in detention.

The internal feuding is reporied to be between two groups identified as ‘Uma
Maheswaran group’ and ‘Prabhaharan group’.

The Tamil congress in the north still has a place in Tamil politics though its
position on the Eelam issue in not very clear. Mention also may be made
of the Tamil Self Rule Party—a splinter group from the earlier Federal Party,—
which is totally committed to separation. But its influence is very marginal.
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There are leftist (Marxist) groups, afiliated to the national parties, operat-
ing in the north belonging to both the ‘traditional left’ and ‘new left’ . The
new left seems to have more following now in the north partly because of its
more appealing stand on thc Tamil nationality question. It appears that
some of the dissident youth and student activists in the north also have a
Marxist orientation. Consequently, it is possible that they would have
established links with radical Marxist parties or groups in the country outside
the north.

It has been alleged that the TULF — in its negotiations with the
government—had agreed to a moratorium on Eelam. But this has been
denied by the leadership.

It was stated by the TULF leader that the negotiations had the following
objectives: (i) to solve the immediate problems of the Tamils and protect them
from recurring racial violence, (ii) to get the support of all the political parties
in the country to put on end to the recurrence of racial violence and (iii) to
take action for theeffective implemenation of the DDC Acttoenablethe fruit-
ful functioning of the elected councils, Saturday. Review, April 3, 1982, Jaffna.



