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Executive Summary 
The beginning of electoral reforms in the recent past in Sri Lanka was the change from a majoritarian or 

first-past-the-post system (FPP) to a proportional representation (PR) system in 1978. Current debate in 

Sri Lanka is about introducing a mix of the FPP and PR methods which the newly elected President is 

committed to implement. The idea of a mixed method of electing MPs is not new to Sri Lanka. The 

Parliamentary Select Committee (PSC) on electoral Reforms has been deliberating on the matter of 

mixed methods since 2003 or before.  

The 2007 PSC report offers a uniquely Sri Lankan mode of mixed method electoral system. However, its 

emphasis on FPP: PR ratio as the determining factor has led to unnecessary wrangling over this ratio at 

the expense of a broader discussion on the best suitable ‘electoral  architecture’ for Sri Lanka. There are 

two basic architectures in electoral reforms- Mixed Member Majoritarian (MMM) and Mixed Member 

Proportional (MMP). Given the uniquely Sri Lankan modifications involved in both methods as applied 

to Sri Lanka, we call these systems MMM-LK and MMP-LK, respectively. Both MMM-LK and MMP-LK 

are viable options for Sri Lanka. 

Almost all mixed-member systems consist of two types of MPs. One type is the ‘FPP-MPs’ who are 

elected direct from geographically defined electorates. The other type is the List-MPs who are selected 

from a party-list or a list of individuals submitted by each party. A party-list is typically closed and 

ranked.  

MMM and MMP differ in the way the final composition of the parliament is determined. MMM systems 

lead to an essentially majoritarian parliament which accommodates some PR representation. For 

example, in South Korea 246 MPs are elected by FPP contests and 56 MPs selected from party-lists in 

proportions to the votes received by each party. In contrast, MMP systems lead to 100% PR parliaments 

which accommodate FPP representatives. For example, in New Zealand, the composition of the 

parliament is determined by the PR result and then the FPP winners are seated first and the rest of the 

seats are filled with List-MPs. 

The Sri Lankan modification as proposed in 2007 PSC report is an MMM system which  (1) uses one 

ballot instead of two and (2) selects from best runners-up instead of nominees in the party-lists. As we 

discuss in the detailed report, these modifications make eminent sense given the contemporary political 

landscape in Sri Lanka.  We test the feasibility of the two Sri Lankan modifications, MMM-LK and MMP-

LK, through ‘what-if’ simulations using data from the general elections of 2000, 2001, 2004 and 2010. In 

our simulations we used the 150+100 =250 formula, which denotes 150 FPP winners, 75 runners-up and 

25 national list nominees adding up to a total of 250 seats in the parliament.1 The ‘what-if’ result for the 

2000 general election is summarized here. 

‘What-if’ Composition of the parliament in 2000: 

 UPFA UNP JVP JHU SLMC NPBP+ IND ALL 

If MMP-LK was applied 47.6% 39.6% 4.4% 0.4% 1.6% 6.0% 0.4% 250 

If MMM-LK was applied 51.6% 37.6% 4.0% 0.0% 2.0% 4.8% 0.0% 250 

NPBP+ represent all Northern Province based parties, except EPDP which has been in alliance with UPFA 
 
The MMP result by definition is the same as the current PR result, since we start with the PR result and 
then accommodate FPP winners, Runners-up and National list nominees, in that order. The MMM-LK (or 
PSC) result gives a clear majority to the winning party, but, JHU, NPBP+ and Independent groups suffer. 

                                                           
1
 It is difficult apply the MMP  method if the %FPP is less than 60% and we are made to understand that anything less than 150 electorates 

poses delimitation difficulties.  If we used 160 electorates, the number of historical electorates, the total number of required at 266 was would 
be too high. Hence our choice of 150+75+25=250 formuala. 
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However, it is possible to correct for small party disadvantage by reserving 5 seats from the national list 
for small parties. Both methods have their merits and demerits, but, offer a better alternative to the 
current system, in terms of enabling smaller campaign areas for candidates and hence countering 
problems of campaign costs, violence and other ills associated with the current systems of PR-with 
preferential voting.  
A comparison of MMM and MMP methods with the current PR method is given here in a table. Details 
for simulations using 2000, 2001, 2004 and 2010 general elections are given in the report. 
 

TABLE. A comparison of current Method, MMP-LK and MMM-LK 
 

 Current PR Method  MMP Method MMM Method 

FINAL DISTRIBUTION of seats  in parliament to UPFA, UNP, JVP, JHU, ITAK+, SLMC and IND 

2000 48%, 40%, 4%, 0%, 5%, 2%, 0.4% Same as current PR method 52%, 38%, 4%, 0%, 5%, 2%, 0% 

2001 38%, 48%, 7%, 1%, 8%, 2%, - Same as current PR method 34%, 52%, 5%, 0%, 6%, 2%, 0% 

2004 47%, 36%, -, 4%, 10%, 2%, 0.4% Same as current PR method 51%, 36%, -, 3%, 7%, 3%, 0% 

2010  64%, 27%, 3%, -, 6% , -,  0% Same as current PR method 62%, 28%, 5%, -, 5%, -, 0% 

METHOD 

PR component 
100% PR, district wise  
(but with bonus) 

100% PR, district wise 
(but with bonus) 

42% PR 
(no bonus) 

PR Composition 
District-PR (225) + National-
PR (25) 

District-PR (225) + National-
PR(25) 

District PR (225) + National PR 
(25) 

Number of MPs per 
district 

Total number of MPs per 
district is pre-determined 

Total number pre-
determined as the sum of 
FPP & district-Additional. 

Total number pre-determined 
as the sum of FPP & District-PR 

Allocation of MP slots 
to parties, District-PR 

First, the party winning most 
votes is awarded a bonus 
seat. The other seats are 
divided proportionate to the 
votes.  

Same as current method 

FPP-MP slots are per FPP 
success. PR-MP slots are 
allocated proportional to the 
remainder votes2 received by 
each party  

Allocation of MP slots 
to parties, National-
PR 

Allocated proportional to the 
percent of total votes at the 
national level received by 
each party 

Same as current method Same as current method 

Selection of MPS 
Ranked order of names by 
preferential votes by district 
and party 

150 (FPP) + 25 (National List) 
+ 75 (Best runners-up). 
Overhangs or underhangs 
may cause some changes. 

Same as MMP, but,  no 
overhang problem 

IMPACT 

Majority for winning 
party 

Obtained only in 2010 Same as current 
Ensures majority to winning 
party but excessive majorities 
are avoided (see 2010 results)  

Strength of the 
opposition 

Compromised due to the 
ability of MPS to accept 
ministerial positions 

If MPs cross they should have 
to face a new election in their 
electorate 

Same as MMP 

Geographically strong 
minorities 

Not clear because they  Same as current method 
2000-2010 they would have 
received  

Geographically 
dispersed minorities 

2000-2010 they received 
xx% percent seats 

Unchanged. Further improved 
by multi-member electorates 

2000-2010 would have 
received %fewer 

Small parties 
(Need to be defined) 

2000-2010 they received 
xx% percent seats 

Unchanged. Further improved 
by multi-member electorates 

2000-2010 would have 
received %fewer. Possible 
compensate by quota from 
national list.  

Complexity of 
calculations 

Well-established 
Overhangs result but methods 
to correct exist 

Complex 

Transparency of the 
method to the voter 

OK 
A little less than the current 
method 

Much less than the current 
method 

 

                                                           
2
 Remainder vote is the number of votes remaining after the votes received by the FPP winners and those received by parties garnering less 5% 

of the district total is deducted from the total valid votes in a district.  
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