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Executive Summary
This Baseline Report presents the findings from a nationally representative public opinion survey which is 
a part of the Sri Lanka Barometer, first conducted in 2020.  

“The Diyawanna Declaration of 
2019 recognises the importance of 
consulting citizens and calls for a 
regular survey of opinions.”

The rationale for the Sri Lanka 
Barometer: Our Voices, Our Choices
Despite the many challenges, the end of the war 
in 2009 brought with it hope for reconciliation, the 
opportunity to rebuild war-affected communities 
and relationships, and to move forward. Both the 
State and civil society organisations initiated policy 
and programmatic efforts towards achieving recon-
ciliation and social cohesion. 

The Human Rights Council Resolution 30/1 of Octo-
ber 1, 2015 to promote reconciliation, accountability, 
and human rights in Sri Lanka was a significant step 
in this direction. However, a comprehensive ap-
proach to dealing with the past, incorporating the 
full range of judicial and non-judicial measures, did 
not happen as envisaged in the Resolution.

Since 2009, various key state-led reconciliation 
efforts include citizen consultations and recog-
nition of their inputs to these processes. These 
include the 2010 Lessons Learnt and Reconcilia-
tion Commission (LLRC) and several commissions 
of inquiry as well as the Consultation Task Force 
(CTF), which was another significant effort to 

hear testimonials from across the country. The 
CTF and the approval of a National Policy for 
Reconciliation and Coexistence in 2018 led to the 
establishment by the Government of an Office on 
Missing Persons. 

These processes included citizen consultation 
while the Diyawanna Declaration, launched in 
2019 by the Select Committee of Parliament on 
Communal and Religious Harmony, was another 
state-led initiative recognised the importance of 
consulting citizens and called for a regular survey 
of opinions. While this was not undertaken, the 
Declaration recommended that these views be 
used to shape the direction of state initiatives on 
reconciliation. 

Yet, many of the conditions that gave rise to the 
war remain, as do many of the obstructions faced 
by people directly affected by the war. The initial 
momentum towards reconciliation has also been 
hindered over time. Hence, there is a continuous 
need to feel the pulse of citizens and gain an 
understanding of how they view issues and expe-
riences of reconciliation and social cohesion since 
the end of the war in 2009.
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Key Features of the 
Sri Lanka Barometer

The Sri Lanka Barometer aims to deepen the un-
derstanding of reconciliation and social cohesion 
in Sri Lanka in order to inform the public discourse 
and help decisionmakers to work towards its reali-
sation over time. 

It has been designed to represent diverse views 
on reconciliation and social cohesion, which are 
likely to change over time. It recognises that, rec-
onciliation is multi-faceted, it is context specific, 
and encompasses a wider range of experiences, 
efforts, and opportunities. 

The Sri Lanka Barometer comprises four key 
components: 

1. An annual, island-wide public opinion 
survey using a quantitative methodology 
to measuring public perception. 

2. A series of thematic studies using largely 
qualitative methodologies to explore 
related issues on reconciliation and social 
cohesion in more depth.  

3. A set of discussion papers and concept 
notes on reconciliation and related issues.

4. An evidence-based outreach 
component to inform public discourse.

The Sri Lanka Barometer was initiated through 
“Strengthening Reconciliation Processes” (SRP), 
a four-year programme supporting government, 
non-government, and grassroots-level initiatives 
in their efforts to work towards reconciliation. 
Under the guidance of the Ministry of Justice, SRP 
is jointly funded by the European Union and the 
German Federal Foreign Office and implement-
ed by German Technical Cooperation (GIZ) in Sri 
Lanka and the British Council. 

Drawing from the valuable experience of the Insti-
tute of Justice and Reconciliation (IJR) in con-
ducting the South Africa Reconciliation Barometer 
(SARB) over two decades has helped provide a 
foundation for the formulation of the Sri Lanka 
Barometer. 

The Barometer is supported by a Consortium 
that include like-minded organisations working 
on reconciliation. In this phase of the Barometer, 
the Consortium include IJR, and the Centre for 
Poverty Analysis (CEPA). SRP is in discussion with 
the Open University of Sri Lanka to be part of 
the Consortium, with a more active engagement 
during the next phase of the project. 
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Design of the Sri Lanka Barometer
The Sri Lanka Barometer conceptualises reconcil-
iation through eight domains which, considered 
together, help explore reconciliation in Sri Lanka.  
The domains are:  

 Dealing with the past
 Justice for all
 Identity and belonging
 Interpersonal, social, and political trust
 Equal opportunity
 Active citizenship
 Accountable governance
 Security and wellbeing 

The Barometer Survey used a quantitative meth-
odology, which enables the measurement of 
perceptions through the gathering and analysis of 
numerical data. Data was collected using a struc-
tured questionnaire as the research tool. It used a 
multi-stage random sampling technique and the 
systematic random sampling method. A represen-
tative sample of 3819 was completed between 
October and November 2020, allowing for a 95% 
confidence level and a Margin of Error of less than 
2% nationally.  

Psychometric testing and validation of the pro-
posed indicators and their composite scales were 
done during the pilot and main study phases. The 
psychometric validation ensured that the mea-
surement used in the Barometer is robust so that 
the substantive analysis employing these indica-
tors is credible, valid, and reliable. The cleaned 
data set was weighted to population represen-
tation of districts, gender, and age characteris-
tics using published population data of the 2012 
Census conducted by the Department of Census 
and Statistics of Sri Lanka. 

Figure i: Eight reconciliation domains in the Barometer 
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Figure i: Eight reconciliation domains in the Barometer 

The majority of Sri Lankans associate reconcil-
iation with meanings that relate to unity and 
achieving a united Sri Lanka (37.6%). People feel 
that reconciliation is positive in general and good 
for Sri Lanka (23.3%). Overall, 11.3% feel that there 
is a lack of reconciliation. Some Sri Lankans also 
feel that the term does not give rise to any partic-
ular thought or that it has no meaning (9%).
Sri Lankans have a neutral view (6.4) that progress has 
been made towards reconciliation.  All the main ethnic 
and religious groups are neutral as are the scores by 
gender. At the same time there is a strong demand for 
reconciliation (8.1) among Sri Lankans, regardless of 
their location, gender, religion, or ethnicity.

Sri Lankans consider institutions to be important 
(7.4) in helping Sri Lankans deal with the impact of 
the armed conflict. 

They do recognise that there are barriers to rec-
onciliation, identifying the lack of political will and 
commitment (25.8%), nationalism (20.2%), divisive 
politics (17.8%) and religious and ethnic discrimi-
nation (9.3%) as critical barriers. Some people feel 
there are no barriers (4.2%) to reconciliation. 

Findings of the Sri Lanka Barometer Baseline Survey 
Findings are presented in two ways, either as mean scores (a score from 1 to 10) for the composite indices or 
as frequencies for the single questions.  

RECONCILIATION
IN SRI LANKA

Figure ii: Demand for and views on progress towards reconciliation by ethnic group (mean)
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●	 Sri Lankans at national level (7.5), and similarly 
by gender - males (7.4) and females (7.5) - 
consider dealing with the past in the context 
of the war as important. People in the Northern 
(8.4) and Eastern (8) provinces have the 
strongest views on its importance. 

●	 People of all the main ethnic groups recognise the 
importance of dealing with the past, with Tamils 
(8.1) reporting the highest levels of importance, 
followed by Sinhalese (7.4) and Muslims (7.3). 

●	 Sri Lankans (7.4) agree that it is important to 
recognise past injustices related to the armed 
conflict. People in the Northern (8.6), the 
Eastern (7.9) and Uva (7.7) provinces reported 
higher levels of recognition of past injustices. 

●	 People are neutral (6.8) towards 
memorialisation at the national level. 
Provincially, there is a higher level of 

agreement about memorialisation from 
people in the Northern (8.3) and Eastern (7.5) 
provinces. 

●	 The key justifications for reparations by Sri 
Lankans include the loss of income (25.3%), forced 
evictions (22.7%), and loss of communal land and 
property (21%). Some feel that compensation 
should be provided for victims and families of 
those who had disappeared, gone missing, held in 
detention without trial, and been tortured (12.3%). 

●	 Nationally, political influence and interference 
(31.8%) is considered the most significant barrier 
to dealing with the past. Some also identify the 
lack of political will to deal with the past (7.9%) as 
another barrier in addition to other issues such 
as not addressing issues in a post-war context 
(12.5%), lack of management and help from 
government (8.7%), and racisms (6.7%). 

DOMAIN: 

DEALING WITH  
THE PAST

Figure iii: Barriers to dealing with the past – At national level, first mention (%)
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●	 The biggest barriers to justice for victims of the 
armed conflict and are perceived as the lack of 
political will (29%), corruption/unstable economy 
(13%), political influence/political interference (11%), 
unnecessary delays/stalling of legal processes 
(6%); and perpetrators getting away without con-
sequences (5%).

●		Sri Lankans are not in agreement with the use of 
violence against civilians (2.8). People in all the 
provinces, but more strongly in the Northern 
Province (1.8), disagreed or strongly disagreed 
about using violence against civilians. Both 
females (2.8) and males (2.7) oppose the use of 
violence against civilians. 

DOMAIN: 

JUSTICE 
FOR ALL

Figure iv: Biggest barriers to justice – At national level, first mention (%)
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●	 Sri Lankans are in agreement (7.9) of the impor-
tance of a Sri Lankan identity and the possibil-
ity of constructing one. These views are held 
equally by males (7.9) and females (7.9) and are 
the strongest from the minorities and from those 
in the Northern (8.3) and Eastern (8.2) provinces.

●	 People identify most strongly with others who 
are of their ethnic group (24.7%) than other 
social groups. While 7.4% identified with people 
of their own language group, 14.2% identified as 

Sri Lankans. One in ten people said that they did 
not identify with any group, while others said 
they identified with people based on religion 
(8%) and with those who are poor (8%). Only 
1.3% identified with people of the same caste as 
themselves. 

●	 People feel that the main basis on which people 
discriminate against other people include eco-
nomic status (28.1%), ethnicity (26.9%), religion 
(10.4%), and language (8.4%). 

DOMAIN: 

IDENTITY  
AND BELONGING

Figure v: Perception on the importance of creating a Sri Lankan Identity – national and provincial levels (mean)
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●	 Most Sri Lankans (64.3%) trust the people who 
live in the same neighbourhood/vicinity to 
some extent; 13.3% do not trust their neigh-
bours very much; and 6.3% do not have any 
trust in their neighbours. Meanwhile 13.5% and 
2.5% of people say that they have quite a lot of 
trust and a great deal of trust respectively in 
their neighbours.

●	 When considering social trust, people in Sri 
Lanka are distrusting of people who belong to 
different social groups from themselves (4.6). 
Geographically, people in the Southern (4.1), 
North Central (4.2), Eastern (4.3), Sabaragamuwa 
(4.6), North Western (4.6) and Western (4.6) prov-
inces are most distrusting of members of other 

social groups. People in the Northern Province 
(5.4) are the most trusting. Minority ethnic 
groups - Tamils (5) and Muslims (5.3) - are more 
trusting towards people of other social groups 
than the Sinhalese (4.5). By gender also, there 
are feelings of distrust towards people who be-
long to different social groups (males – 4.7 and 
females – 4.5).  

●	 Sri Lankans (6.1) have moderate levels of political 
trust or trust in institutions. People in the North-
ern (5.1) and Eastern (5.3) provinces have less 
political trust than people in other provinces. 
People in the Southern Province (5.9) also have 
less trust of political institutions than others. 

DOMAIN: 

INTERPERSONAL, SOCIAL, 
AND POLITICAL TRUST

Figure vi: Social trust at national and provincial Levels (mean)
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●	 At the national level, people are mostly neutral 
(6.2) in views about whether everyone had equal 
opportunities. The Uva Province (7) was the only 
province that held a different view, leaning more 
towards agreement that people have equal 
opportunities in the country. 

●	 By ethnic group, the Sinhalese are more neutral 
(6.2), while Muslims (5.4) and Tamils (5.8) have 
lower levels of agreement that all groups re-
ceived equal opportunity.   

●	 People in the estate sector (5.9) perceive slightly 
lower levels of equality of opportunity as com-
pared to those in urban (6.1) and rural commu-
nities (6.2) who agreed that there is equality of 
opportunity. 

●	 By gender, males (6.2) and females (6.2) have 
similar neutral views on equal opportunity.  

DOMAIN: 

EQUAL
OPPORTUNITY

Figure vii:  Equal opportunity by ethnic group (mean)
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●	 Active citizenship amongst Sri Lankans is 
2.2, where many say they have never been 
active citizens, but would, if they had the 
opportunity. A similar pattern is seen by 
gender – males (2.5) and females (2). 

●	 People in the Southern (1.8), North Central 
(1.8) and Sabaragamuwa (1.7) provinces are 
the least likely to engage in civic action. In 
comparison, people in the Northern Prov-
ince (5.6) are the most active. 

●	 When considering ethnicity, Tamils (4) and 
Muslims (2.8) are more likely to have en-
gaged in or are willing to engage in civic 
participation than Sinhalese (2). 

●	 People feel they have moderate levels of 
political efficacy (6.5), with similar views 
evident across gender and all ethnic and 
religious groups. 

DOMAIN: 

ACTIVE
CITIZENSHIP

Figure viii: Active citizenship at national and provincial levels (mean)
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DOMAIN: 

ACCOUNTABLE 
GOVERNANCE

●	 This domain considers the opportunities peo-
ple have to participate in shaping governance, 
aspects of respect for diversity, and access to 
economic and political power. Sri Lankans have 
a neutral (6.8) view towards respecting others. 
People from the Northern (7.6), Uva (7.6), and 
Eastern (7.4) provinces agree more than others 
when it comes to respecting others.. 

●	 Nearly half of all Sri Lankans (43.3%) believe that 
a small group of political and business elites 
from all communities have the most economic 

power while 33% think that such power is con-
centrated in the Sinhala community (majority and 
elites), while 23% feel that this power resides in a 
small group of elites from Muslim communities. 

●	 In contrast, more than two-thirds of Sri Lankans 
believe that the Sinhala majority (59.6%) and a 
small group of Sinhala elites (8.5%) has the most 
political power. Meanwhile 30.1% thinks that this 
power is accumulated within a small group of 
political and business elites from all communities. 

Figure ix: Who has the most economic and political power? – At national level (%)
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DOMAIN: 

SECURITY AND
WELLBEING

●	 Perception of relative household well-
being is 7.5, indicating people feel their 
wellbeing is somewhat better than that of 
other households. Provincially, people in 
most provinces indicate being relatively 
better off than other families in the rest 
of the country. Those directly affected 
by conflict in the Eastern (5.8), Northern 
(6.1) and North Central (6.6) provinces feel 
their households are at the same level 
of wellbeing when compared to other 
households. Muslims (6.8) and Tamils (6.2) 
feel their relative wellbeing is lower than 
the Sinhalese (7.7). 

●	 The lived-poverty index, capturing percep-
tions on having gone without access to a 
broad range of basic needs, is 1.4 (never or 
once or twice). By province, the Northern 
(2), Southern (1.8), Uva (1.7), and Central (1.6) 
provinces have scores over the national 
average. By gender, males (1.4) and females 
(1.3) also have similar scores. 

●	 The biggest threats to household wellbe-
ing are the inability to earn an adequate 
income (26.4%), the high cost of living/
economic issues (16.4%), and the Covid-19 
pandemic and its impacts (8.8%).

●	 Nationally, access to basic services was 
rated as being somewhat easy (6.4). While 
the Western Province leads as expected 
in ease of access to basic services and 
is higher than the national average, no 
province rates access to basic services as 
extremely difficult or extremely easy. 

●	 Access to auxiliary services is considered 
more difficult at the national level (5.3), 
with people in most provinces indicating 
that it is somewhat difficult, while those 
in the Northern Province indicating it is 
difficult (4.1). 

Figure x: Personal and community safety by ethnic group (mean)
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v

●	 At the national level, people feel that the 
state is somewhat responsive (7.7) towards 
their needs. Provincially, Eastern (8.5), 
Northern (8.1) and Southern (8) provinces 
assessed the state officials as somewhat 
responsive, with levels higher than the 
national average. By gender, females (7.9) 
and males (7.5) are also of the view that 
the state is somewhat responsive. 

●	 Nationally, people are neutral (6.6), with no 
differences in views by gender (females 
– 6.6 and males – 6.6), when asked about 

personal safety; people in the Northern (5) 
and North Central (5.5) provinces fall on 
the lower spectrum of neutral. Tamils (5.9) 
and Sinhalese (6.6) are more neutral on 
the issue than Muslims (7.1). 

● With regards to community safety, people’s views 
nationally (8.5) are between feeling somewhat 
safe and very safe. Provincially, people in the 
Northern (5.2) and Eastern (6.2) provinces feel the 
least safe. Sinhalese (8.9) and Muslims (7.6) claim 
to have a higher level of community safety than 
Tamils (6.1).

DOMAIN: 

SECURITY AND
WELLBEING (cont.)
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The Way Forward 
●	 With the launch of the baseline report 

the Barometer secretariat has achieved 
a major milestone after almost three 
years of preparations, conceptualisation, 
implementation and analysis of the first 
iteration. At the same time, this launch 
is just a stepping stone on the road map 
planned for the coming years. Some of 
the key activities planned are as follows:  

●	 The second iteration of the survey was 
initiated in June 2021 involving the 
preparation of the survey questionnaire, 
pilot study and data collection. The find-
ings of this iteration, including a compar-
ative analysis with the first iteration, will 
be completed by June 2022. 

●	 Six thematic studies related to the 
barometer domains of “trust”, “identity” 
and “active citizenship” will be launched 
at different times during the first quarter 
of 2022.

●	 In parallel four think pieces will be pub-
lished, adding critical views to the Barom-
eter initiative and presenting thought-pro-
voking opinions to the discourse on 
reconciliation and social cohesion. 

●	 The Barometer website will be launched in 
early 2022 and will include all the material 
produced by the Barometer in the three 
languages. The website will have a data 
analysis tool enabling users to generate 
specific analysis using the data from the 
first iteration. The website will be regular-
ly updated together with a social media 
presence that will help encourage a 
vibrant public discourse on reconciliation. 

●	 The evidence generated from the Barom-
eter will feed into the public discourse 
and include face-to-face discussions with 
key political and administrative stake-
holders, citizens as well as local decision 
makers. In addition, consultations at the 
grassroots level will be done, including 
sessions that share survey findings, with 
the communities who were consulted 
during the formulation of the Barometer. 

●	 Institutionally, the Barometer Consor-
tium will continue to produce the annual 
Barometer and include a formal partner-
ship with the Open University of Sri Lanka 
(OUSL) in the near future. Eventually, the 
Consortium will expand to include new 
members from Government organisa-
tions, universities and think tanks who will 
collectively carry forward the work of the 
Sri Lanka Barometer.

The Sri Lanka Barometer is work in progress. As the 
evidence base grows with periodic iterations of the 
survey, thematic studies, and discussion papers, 
there will be further analyses and research that 
needs to be done to better understand citizens' 
perceptions and aspirations over time. 

Understanding “people’s voices, people’s choic-
es”, which the Sri Lanka Barometer attempts to 
facilitate, will be of crucial importance for deci-
sion-makers at the national as well as local levels, 
and for researchers as well as activists, if Sri Lanka 
is to move towards a more reconciled and socially 
cohesive society.
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විධායක සාරාංශය

 ශ්රී ලංංකාවේ� ප්රතිසන්ධානය 

පිළිබඳ ජාාතික මහජාන මත 

සමීක්ෂණවේ� මූලික වාර්තාව

2020 - 2021
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විධාායක සාාරාංාංශය

� ලංංකා බැැරෝරාංෝමීටරාංරෝ� බුද්ධිමය 

පදනම: අරෝ� හඬ, අරෝ� රෝ�රීම්  

අභිවේයෝග රැසක් එල්ලං වූවත්, යුද්ධවේ� නිමාව, 

ප්රතිසන්ධානය, යුද්ධවේයන් විපතට පත් ප්රජාාවන් සහ 

සම්බන්ධතාවන් නැවතත් වේගොඩනැගීවේම් අවස්ථාාව 

හා සමාජායක් වශවේයන් ඉදිරියට යාම යනාදිය 

පිළිබඳව බලංාවේපොවේරොත්තුවක්  ඇති කවේ�ය. එවේස් 

ප්රතිසන්ධානය සහ සමාජා ඒකාබද්ධතාවය සාක්ෂාත් 

කරගැනීම සඳහා රජායත් සිවිල් සමාජා සංවිධානත් 

ප්රතිපත්තිමය සහ වැඩසටහන්මය ප්රයත්නයන් 

දරා  තිවේ�. ශ්රී ලංංකාවේ� ප්රතිසන්ධානය, වගවීම සහ 

මානව අයිතීන් සුරැකීම ප්රවර්ධනය කිරීම සඳහා 2015 

වර්ෂවේ�  ඔක්වේතෝබර් මස 1 වන දා මානව හිමිකම් 

කවුන්සිලංය සම්මත කළ අංක 30/1 දරණ වේයෝජානාව 

වේමහි දී තබන ලංද සුවිවේ�ෂ ඉදිරි පියවරක් වේලංස 

සැළකිය හැක. වේකවේස් වේවතත්, සම්පූර්ණ පරාසයක  

පවතින අධිකරණ සහ අධිකරණ වේනොවන ක්රියාමාර්ග 

ඇතුළත් කරමින් අතීතය සමඟ කටයුතු කිරීම සඳහා 

පුළුල් ප්රවේ�ශයක් වේයෝජානාවේවන් අවේ�ක්ෂා කළ පරිදි  

ළඟා කරගත වේනොහැකි  විය.

2009 වර්ෂවේ� සිට, රජාවේ� මූලිකත්වවේයන් දියත් 

වූ විවිධ ප්රතිසන්ධාන ප්රයත්නයන් අතරට පුරවැසි 

උපවේද්ශන සහ ප්රතිසන්ධාන ක්රියාවලීන් වේවනුවේවන් 

ඔවුන්වේ� අදහස් පිළිගැනීම එක් විය. 2010 

වර්ෂවේ� දී ස්ථාාපිත උගත් පාඩම් සහ ප්රතිසන්ධාන 

වේකොමිසම (LLRC) සහ වේවනත් විමර්ශන වේකොමිෂන් 

සභාා කිහිපයක් වේමන්ම රට පුරා වේගොස් සාක්ෂි 

එක් රැස් කළ තවත් වැදගත් ප්රයත්නයක් වූ 

2016 වර්ෂවේ� ස්ථාාපිත උපවේද්ශන කාර්ය සාධක 

බලංකාය (CTF), වේම්වාට ඇතුළත් වේ�. CTF සහ 

2018 වර්ෂවේ� දී  ප්රතිසන්ධානය සහ සහජීවනය 

සඳහා වූ ජාාතික ප්රතිපත්තියක් අනුමත කිරීම 

රජාය විසින් අතුරුදහන් වූවන් පිළිබඳ කාර්යාලංයක් 

පිහිටුවීමට වේ�තු විය. නමුත්, වාර්ගික හා ආගමික 

සහජීවනය පිළිබඳ පාර්ලිවේම්න්තු වේත්රීම් කාරක 

සභාාව විසින් 2019 වර්ෂවේ� දී එළි දැක්වූ  දියවන්නා 

ප්රකාශනය, පුරවැසියන්වේගන් අදහස් ලංබා ගැනීවේම් 

වැදගත්කම හඳුනාවේගන අඛණ්ඩව සිදු වේකවේරන 

මත සමීක්ෂණයක අවශයතාවය වේපන්වාදුන්, රජාවේ� 

තවත් එක් මුලංපිරීමක් වේලංස සැළකිය හැක. වේමය 

ක්රියාත්මක වේනොවූ නමුත්, වේමමගින් ප්රතිසන්ධානය 

පිළිබඳ රජාවේ� මුලං පිරීම්වලං දිශානතිය හැඩගැස්වීම 

සඳහා වේමහි ඇතුළත් ව තිවේබන අදහස් භාාවිත කරන 

වේලංස නිර්වේද්ශ කර ඇත.  

එය එවේස් වුවද, යුද්ධයට තුඩු දුන් වේබොවේහෝ වේ�තු 

සාධක වේමන්ම යුද්ධවේයන් සෘජුවම පීඩාවට පත් වූ 

ජානතාව මුහුණ දුන් වේබොවේහෝ බාධා කම්කවේටොළු තවම 

පවතී. කාලංයාවේ� ඇවෑමත් සමගම, ප්රතිසන්ධානයට 

මුලංදී ලංබාදුන් ගතිත්වයට ක්රමවේයන් බාධා පැමිවේණමින් 

තිබු අතර වේම් වනවිට එය වියැවේකමින් පවතී. එම 

නිසා, 2009 වර්ෂවේ� යුද්ධය අවසන් වීවේමන් පසු 

ප්රතිසන්ධානය  සහ සමාජා  ඒකාබද්ධතාවය පිළිබඳ 

පුරවැසියන් අතර පවතින ගැටළු සහ ඔවුන්වේ� 

අත්දැකීම් පිළිබඳ අවවේබෝධයක් ලංබා ගැනීවේම්  

අවශයතාවය දිගින් දිගටම  ඉස්මතු වී ඇත.

“2019 වර්ෂරෝ� දී එළි දැක්වූ දියවන්නා ප්රකාශනය මගින් 

පුරාංවැසියන්රෝ� අදහස් ලංබැා ගැැනීරෝම් වැදගැ�කම හඳුනාරෝගැන 

ඇති අතරාං ඒ සාඳහා අඛණ්ඩව සිදු රෝකරෝරාංන මත සාමීක්ෂණයක 

අවශයතාවය රෝපන්වා දී ඇත.”
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� ලංංකා බැැරෝරාංෝමීටරාංරෝ� ප්රධාාන අංගැ

ශ්රී ලංංකා බැවේරෝමීටරවේ� අරමුණ වන්වේන් ශ්රී ලංංකාවේ� 

ප්රතිසන්ධානය සහ සමාජා ඒකාබද්ධතාවය පිළිබඳ 

අවවේබෝධය  ගැඹුරු කිරීමය. එවේස් ගැඹුරු කරන්වේන් 

අදාලං වේතොරතුරු මහජානයාට සපයා දී මහජාන 

කතිකාව තව තවත් දැනුවත් කිරීමට සහ ඉදිරි 

කාලංවේ� දී ප්රතිසන්ධානය සහ සමාජා ඒකාබද්ධතාවය 

සාක්ෂාාත් කරගැනීම සඳහා තීරණ ගන්නන්ට උපකාර 

කිරීමට ය.

ශ්රී ලංංකා බැවේරෝමීටරය නිර්මාණය කර ඇත්වේත් 

කාලංයත් සමඟ වේවනස් වීමට ඉඩ ඇති ප්රතිසන්ධානය 

සහ සමාජා ඒකාබද්ධතාවය පිළිබඳව මහජානයා දරන 

විවිධ අදහස් නිවේයෝජානය කිරීමට ය. ප්රතිසන්ධානය 

බහුවිධ බවත්, සන්දර්භාය විවේ�ෂිත වන බවත් සහ 

පුළුල් පරාසයක්  තුළ පවතින අත්දැකීම්, උත්සාහයන් 

සහ අවස්ථාා ආවරණය කරන බවත් එය හඳුනා ගනී.

ශ්රී ලංංකා බැවේරෝමීටරවේ� ප්රධාන අංග හතර වන්වේන්,

1. මහජාන අදහස් මැනීම සඳහා ප්රමාණාත්මක 

ක්රමවේ�දයක් භාාවිතා කරන වාර්ෂික, දීප වයා�ත 

මහජාන මත සමීක්ෂණය, 

2. ප්රතිසන්ධානයට සහ සමාජා ඒකාබද්ධතාවය 

සම්බන්ධ ගැටළු වඩාත් ගැඹුරින් ගවේ�ෂණය කිරීම 

සඳහා ගුණාත්මක ක්රමවේ�දයන් භාාවිතා කරන 

වේත්මානුගත අධයයන මාලංාව,  

3. ප්රතිසන්ධානය සහ ඒ ආශ්රිත ගැටළු ආවරණය 

කරන සාකච්ඡාා පත්රිකා සහ සංකල්ප සටහන් සහ, 

  

4. මහජාන කතිකාවත දැනුවත් කිරීම සඳහා සාක්ෂි 

මත පදනම් වූ වයා�ති සංරචකයයි.  

ශ්රී ලංංකා බැවේරෝමීටරය ආරම්භා කරන ලංද්වේද් 

රජාවේ�, රජාවේ� වේනොවන  සහ බිම් මට්ටවේම් 

ප්රයත්න සඳහා සහාය දක්වන “ප්රතිසන්ධාන 

ක්රියාවලීන් ශක්තිමත් කිරීම” (SRP) නම් සි� අවුරුදු 

වැඩසටහනක් හරහාය. අධිකරණ අමාතයාංශවේ� 

මඟවේපන්වීම යටවේත් ක්රියාත්මක වන SRP 

වැඩසටහන සඳහා යුවේරෝපා සංගමය සහ ජාර්මානු 

වේ�ඩරල් විවේද්ශ කාර්යාලංය අරමුදල් සපයන අතර 

ශ්රී ලංංකාවේ� ජාර්මානු තාක්ෂණික සහවේයෝගීතා 

ආයතනය (GIZ) සහ බ්රිතානය කවුන්සිලංය විසින් 

එය වේමවේහය වනු ලංැවේ�.

දශක වේදකක කාලංයක් පුරා දකුණු අප්රිකානු 

ප්රතිසන්ධාන බැවේරෝමීටරය (SARB) වේමවේහයවන 

යුක්තිය සහ ප්රතිසන්ධාන ආයතනවේ� (IJR) වටිනා 

අත්දැකීම් උකහා ගැනීම, ශ්රී ලංංකා බැවේරෝමීටරය 

නිර්මාණය සඳහා පදනමක් සැපයීමට උපකාරී වී 

ඇත.

ප්රතිසන්ධානය සඳහා ක්රියා කරන සමාන අදහස් 

ඇති සංවිධාන ඇතුළත් හවුල්කරුවන්වේ� 

සමූහයක් බැවේරෝමීටරයට සහාය දක්වයි. 

බැවේරෝමීටරවේ� වේමම අදියවේර් දී, එහි 

හවුල්කරුවන්වේ� සමුහයට දරිද්රතා වි�වේල්ෂණ 

වේක්න්ද්රය (CEPA) සහ IJR ආයතනය ඇතුළත් වේ�. 

SRP වයාපෘතිවේ� මීළඟ අදියවේර්දී වඩාත් ක්රියාකාරී 

දායකත්වයක් සහිතව, එහි හවුල්කරුවේවක් 

වේලංස සම්බන්ධ කරගැනීමට ශ්රී ලංංකා විවෘත 

වි�වවිදයාලංය සමඟ සාකච්ඡාා කරමින් පවතී.  
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� ලංංකා බැැරෝරාංෝමීටරාංරෝ� 
නිර්මාණය

ශ්රී ලංංකා බැවේරෝමීටරය ශ්රී ලංංකාවේ� ප්රතිසන්ධානය 

ගවේ�ෂණය කිරීමට උපකාර වන විෂය පථා අටක් 

හරහා ප්රතිසන්ධානය සංකල්පගත කරයි. ඒවා නම්:

අතීතය සාමඟ කටයුතු කිරීම
සාැමට යුක්තිය
අනනයතාවය සාහ අය�වීම 
අන්තර් පුද්ගැලං, සාමාජ සාහ රෝද්ශපාලංන 
විශ්වාසාය
සාමාන අවස්ථාා
ක්රියාකාරී පුරාංවැසිභාාවය
වගැවියයුතු පාලංනය
ආරාංක්ෂාව සාහ යහපැවැ�ම

බැවේරෝමීටර සමීක්ෂණය ප්රමාණාත්මක 

ක්රමවේ�දයක් භාාවිතා කළ අතර, එවේස් කිරීවේමන් 

සංඛයාත්මක දත්ත රැස් කිරීම සහ සංඛයාත්මක 

වි�වේල්ෂණය සිදු කිරීම තුළින් මහජාන අදහස් 

මැනීමට හැකිවිය. වේමහිදී, පර්වේ�ෂණ වේමවලංම 

වේලංස වුහගත ප්ර�නාවලියක් භාාවිතවේයන් දත්ත 

රැස් කවේ�ය. එය බහු-අදියර අහඹු නියැදීවේම් ක්රමය 

සහ ක්රමානුකූලං අහඹු නියැදීවේම් ක්රමය භාාවිතා 

කරන ලංදී. 3819 වන නිවේයෝජිත නියැදියක් 2020 

වර්ෂවේ� ඔක්වේතෝබර් මාසය සහ වේනොවැම්බර් 

මාසය අතර සම්පූර්ණ කරන ලංද අතර, එම 

නියැදිය 95% ක වි�වාසනීය මට්ටමකින් යුතු අතර 

ජාාතික වශවේයන් 2% කට වඩා අඩු වේදෝෂ මට්ටමක් 

ලංබා වේද්. 

වේයෝජිත දර්ශක සහ ඒවාවේ� සංයුක්ත පරිමාණ 

මවේනෝමිතියට භාාජානය වේකොට ඒවා වලංංගු කිරීම 

සිදු කරන ලංද්වේද් නියාමන අධයයනයන් සහ ප්රධාන 

අධයයනයන් පැවැත්වූ කාලංවේ�දීය. මවේනෝමිතික 

වලංංගුකරණය මගින් බැවේරෝමීටරය භාාවිතා කරන 

මිනුවේම් ශක්තිමත්භාාවය සහතික වේකවේරන්වේන්ය. 

ඒ නිසාම ප්රස්තුත දර්ශක භාාවිතා කරමින් 

සිදුකරන ස්ථාාවර වි�වේල්ෂණය ද වි�වසනීයත්වය 

ඇතිකරන්වේන්ය, වලංංගුවන්වේන්ය. එවේලංස පිරිසිදු 

කරගන්නා ලංද දත්ත කුලංක සියල්ලං, 2002 වසවේර්දී 

ශ්රී ලංංකාවේ� ජානවේල්ඛන  සහ සංඛයාවේල්ඛන 

වේදපාර්තවේම්න්තුව විසින් ප්රකාශයට පත්කරන 

ලංද ජානගහණ දත්ත භාාවිතා කරමින්, ඒ ඒ 

දිස්ත්රික්කවලං ජානගහණ නිවේයෝජානය, ස්ත්රී පුරුෂ 

භාාවය සහ වයස් ලංක්ෂණ සමඟ කිරා බලංනු 

ලංැබීය. 

i වන රූපය: බැවේරෝමීටරවේ� ප්රතිසන්ධාන විෂය පථා අට  

ප්රතිසාන්ධාානය
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� ලංංකා බැැරෝරාංෝමීටරාංරෝ� මූලික රෝසාොයාගැැනීම්

වේසොයාගැනීම් ආකාර වේදකකින් ඉදිරිපත් වේකවේර්. එනම්, සංයුක්ත දර්ශක සඳහා මධයනය ලංකුණු (1 සිට 10 

දක්වා) වේලංස වේහෝ තනි ප්ර�න සඳහා සංඛයාත වේලංසින්ය.

ප්රතිසාන්ධාානය
• ශ්රී ලංාංකිකයින්වේගන්  බහුතරයක් ප්රතිසන්ධානය 

සම්බන්ධ කරන්වේන් සමගිය හා එක්සත් ශ්රී ලංංකාවක් 

සාක්ෂාත් කර ගැනීම සම්බන්ධ අර්ථායන් සමඟය 

(37.6%). 23.3% කට ප්රතිසන්ධානය වේපොදුවේ� 

ධනාත්මක බවත් ශ්රී ලංංකාවට යහපත් බවත් හැවේඟන 

බව ප්රකාශ කර ඇත. සමස්ථායක් වේලංස 11.3% කට 

ප්රතිසන්ධානවේ� අඩුවක් ඇතැයි හැවේඟන බව පවසා 

ඇත. සමහර ශ්රී ලංාංකිකයින්ට ද හැවේඟන්වේන් වේමම 

වේයදුම කිසියම් විවේ�ෂිත සිතුවිල්ලංක් ඇති වේනොකරන 

බව වේහෝ එහි අර්ථායක් වේනොමැති බවයි (9%).

• ප්රතිසන්ධානවේ� ප්රගතියක් අත්පත් කරගැනීමට 

හැකි වීම පිළිබඳව ශ්රී ලංාංකිකයන් මධයස්ථා මතයක් 

දරයි (6.4). සියලුම ප්රධාන වාර්ගික, ආගමික, 

ස්ත්රී පුරුෂ කණ්ඩායම් වේම් සම්බන්ධවේයන් 

මධයස්ථාභාාවයක් දරයි. එවේස්ම, ඊට සමගාමීව  වාසය 

කරන ප්රවේද්ශය, ස්ත්රී පුරුෂ භාාවය, අදහන ආගම 

වේහෝ වාර්ගිකත්වය වේනොතකා ශ්රී ලංාංකිකයින්වේගන් 

ප්රතිසන්ධානය සඳහා දැඩි ඉල්ලුමක් පවතී (8.1).

• ප්රතිසන්ධානය  සම්බන්ධවේයන් ඇති ආයතන 

සන්නද්ධ ගැටුවේම් බලංපෑමට මුහුණ දීමට ශ්රී 

ලංාංකිකයින්ට උපකාර කිරීවේම්දී වැදගත් වන බව ශ්රී 

ලංාංකිකයන් වි�වාස කරයි (7.4).

• වේද්ශපාලංන අධිෂ්ඨාානය සහ කැපවීම වේනොමැතිකම 

(25.8%), ජාාතිකවාදය (20.2%), වේබදුම්වාදී වේද්ශපාලංනය 

(17.8%) සහ ආගමික සහ වාර්ගික වේවනස්කම් කිරීම 

(9.3%) ප්රබලංම බාධාවන්  වේලංස හඳුනා ගනිමින්, 

ප්රතිසන්ධානය සාක්ෂාත් කරගැනීමට බාධක 

ඇති බව ඔවුන් හඳුනාවේගන ඇත. නමුත්,  තවත් 

සමහරුන්, තමන්ට ප්රතිසන්ධානයට බාධාවක්  නැති 

බව හැවේඟන බව පවසා ඇත (4.2%).

ii වන රූපය: ප්රතිසන්ධානය වේවනුවේවන් ජානවාර්ගික කණ්ඩායම්වලින් තිවේබන ඉල්ලුම සහ එය සාක්ෂාත් කරගැනීවේම් ප්රගතිය 
සම්බන්ධවේයන්’ ඔවුන්වේ� අදහස්  (මධයනය අගය)

0 - දැඩිවේලංස එකඟ වේනොවේ� 
2.5 - එකඟ වේනොවේ�
5 - එකඟවන්වේන්ත් නැත 
වේනොඑකඟවන්වේන්ත් නැත 

ප්රතිසන්ධානය වේකවේරහි ඇති ඉල්ලුම   

ප්රතිසන්ධානය සාක්ෂාත් කරගැනීවේම් ප්රගතිය

0 2 4 6 8

 ශ්රී ලංාංකිකයින්

 මුස්ලිම්

වේදමළ

සිංහලං

8.1

6.4

8.5

6.3

8.8

8

6.2

6.4

7.5 - එකඟ වේ�   
10 - දැඩිවේලංස එකඟ වේ�
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• ජාාතික මට්ටමින්, යුද්ධවේ� සන්දර්භාය තුළ අතීතය 

සමඟ කටයුතු කිරීම වැදගත් වේලංස ශ්රී ලංාංකිකයන් 

(7.5), සහ ඒ හා සමානව ස්ත්රී පුරුෂ භාාවය අනුව 

සළකන විට ද, ඔවුන්  - පිරිමි (7.4) සහ කාන්තා (7.5) 

- පිළිවේගන ඇත. උතුරු (8.4) සහ නැවේඟනහිර (8) 

පළාත්වලං ජානතාව එහි වැදගත්කම පිළිබඳ ප්රබලංම 

අදහස් දරයි. 

• සියලුම ප්රධාන ජානවාර්ගික කණ්ඩායම්වලං 

ජානතාව අතීතය සමඟ කටයුතු කිරීවේම් වැදගත්කම 

හඳුනාවේගන ඇති අතර, වේදමළ ජානතාවවේගන් (8.1) 

එයට ඉහළම වැදගත්කමක් ලංැබී ඇත. ඔවුන්ට 

පසු, සිංහලං (7.4) සහ මුස්ලිම් (7.3) ජානතාව එහි 

වැදගත්කම පිළිබඳව අවධාරණය කර ඇත.

• සන්නද්ධ ගැටුමට අදාළ අතීත අසාධාරණයන් හඳුනා 

ගැනීම වැදගත් බව ශ්රී ලංාංකිකයන් පිළිවේගන ඇත (7.4). 

උතුරු (8.6), නැවේඟනහිර (7.9) සහ ඌව (7.7) පළාත්වලං 

ජානතාවවේගන් අතීත අසාධාරණයන් හඳුනාගැනීම 

සම්බන්ධවේයන්  ඉහළ වැදගත්කමක් ලංැබී ඇත.

• ජාාතික මට්ටමින්, අනුස්මරණ කිරීම සම්බන්ධවේයන් 

ජානතාව මධයස්ථාභාාවයක් උසුළයි (6.8). පළාත් 

වශවේයන් ගත් කළ, උතුරු (8.3) සහ නැවේගනහිර 

(7.5) පළාත්වලං ජානතාවවේගන් අනුස්මරණ කිරීම 

සම්බන්ධවේයන්  වැඩි එකඟතාවයක් පළකර ඇත. 

• ශ්රී ලංාංකිකයන් විසින් හානිපූර්ණ සඳහා ඉදිරිපත් 

කළ  ප්රධාන සාධාරණීකරණයන් අතරට ආදායම 

අහිමි වීම (25.3%), පදිංචි වී සිටි තැන්වලින් 

බලංහත්කාරවේයන් ඉවත් කිරීම (22.7%) සහ ප්රජාාවට 

අයත් ඉඩම් සහ වේද්පළ අහිමි වීම (21%) ඇතුළත් 

වේ�. අතුරුදහන් කරවන ලංද, අතුරුදහන් වී ගිය, 

නඩුවිභාාග වේනොමැතිව දීර්ඝ කාලංයක් රඳවාවේගන 

සිටින, වධහිංසාවලංට භාාජානය වූ වින්දිතයන් 

සහ ඔවුන්වේ� පවුල්වලංට ද වන්දි වේගවිය යුතු බව 

ඇතැමුන්වේ� අදහසයි.

• ජාාතික වශවේයන්, අතීතය සමඟ කටයුතු කිරීමට 

ඇති විශාලංතම බාධාව වේලංස සැළවේකන්වේන් 

වේද්ශපාලංන බලංපෑම් සහ ඇඟිලි ගැසීම්ය (31.8%). 

වේද්ශපාලංනික  කැපවීමක් වේනොමැතිකමට (7.9%) 

අමතරව  ප�චාත් යුධ සන්දර්භායක් තුළ ප්ර�න 

ආමන්ත්රණය වේනොකිරීම (12.5%), කළමනාකාරිත්වය 

වේනොමැතිකම සහ රජාවේයන් ලංැවේබන සහවේයෝගවේ� අඩු 

බව  (8.7), ජාාතිවාදය (6.7%) අතීතය සමඟ කටයුතු 

කිරීමට ඇති අවේනකුත් බාධක වේලංස ඇතැමුන් හඳුනා 

වේගන ඇත.

විෂය පථාය: 

අතීතය සාමඟ කටයුතු කිරීම

iii වන රූපය : අතීතය සමඟ කටයුතු කිරීමට ඇති බාධක - ජාාතික මට්ටමින්, පළමු සඳහන (%)

වේද්ශපාලංනික බලංපෑම්/ මැදිහත්වීම් 
බාධා නැත 
ප�චාත් යුධ සන්දර්භායක් තුළ  ප්ර�න ආමන්ත්රණය වේනොකිරීම
නිසි කළමනාකරණයක් නැතිවීම/ රජාවේ� සහවේයෝගය වේනොලංැබීම 
ජාාතිවාදය
අතීතය සමඟ කටයුතු කිරීම සඳහා වේද්ශපාලංනික කැපවීමක් වේනොමැති වීම 
වේතොරතුරු හිඟ වීම 
බටහිර බලංපෑම්/ රාජාය වේනොවන සංවිධානවලං බලංපෑම් 
ආදායම්/ රැකියා/ අධයාපන/ මූලික අවශයතා සපුරාගැනීම සඳහා 
පහසුකම් වේනොමැති වීම 
වේවනත්

31.8

7.2
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2
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17.3
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• සන්නද්ධ ගැටුවේම් වින්දිතයන් සඳහා යුක්තිය 

පසිඳලීමට ඇති විශාලංතම බාධක වන්වේන් 

වේද්ශපාලංනික  කැපවීමක් වේනොමැතිකම (29%), 

දූෂණය/අස්ථාාවර ආර්ථිකය (13%), වේද්ශපාලංන 

බලංපෑම්/වේද්ශපාලංන මැදිහත්වීම් (11%), අනවශය 

ප්රමාදයන්/නීති ක්රියාවලීන් ඇනහිටීම (6 %) සහ 

ජානතාව වින්දිතයන් බවට පත්කලං පුද්ගලංයින් 

දඬුවම් වේනොලංබා වේ�රී යාමය (5%).

• සිවිල් වැසියන්ට එවේරහිව ප්රචණ්ඩත්වය භාාවිතා 

කිරීම සම්බන්ධවේයන් ශ්රී ලංාංකිකයන් එකඟ 

වේනොවේ� (2.8). සියලුම පළාත්වලං ජානතාව සහ, 

ඔවුන්ට වඩා උතුරු පළාවේත් (1.8) ජානතාව සිවිල් 

වැසියන්ට එවේරහිව ප්රචණ්ඩත්වය භාාවිතා කිරීම 

පිළිබඳව එකඟ වේනොවන බව වේහෝ දැඩි වේලංස එකඟ 

වේනොවන බව දක්වා ඇත. කාන්තා (2.8) සහ පිරිමි 

(2.7) යන වේදපාර්ශවයම  සිවිල් වැසියන්ට එවේරහි 

ප්රචණ්ඩත්වය භාාවිතා කිරීම පිළිබඳව ඔවුන්වේ�  

විරුද්ධත්වය ප්රකාශ කර ඇත.

විෂය පථාය: 

සාැමට යුක්තිය

iv වන රූපය: යුක්තිය පසිඳලීමට ඇති විශාලංතම බාධක - ජාාතික මට්ටමින්, පළමු සඳහන (%)

වේද්ශපාලංනික කැපවීමක්  වේනොමැතිවීම 
දූෂණය/ අස්ථාාවර ආර්ථිකය 
වේද්ශපාලංන බලංපෑම්/වේද්ශපාලංන මැදිහත්වීම්
බාධා නැත 
අනවශය ප්රමාදයන්/නීති ක්රියාවලීන් ඇනහිටීම 
ජානයාව වින්දිතයන් බවට පත්කලං පුද්ගලංයින් දඬුවම් 
වේනොලංබා වේ�රී යාම
පක්ෂපාතී අධිකරණය
විමර්ශනවේ� සහ නඩු පැවරීවේම් වේනොහැකියාව
වේවනත් 

19
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විෂය පථාය: 

අනනයතාවය සාහ 
අය� වීම 

• ශ්රී ලංාංකික අනනයතාවයක වැදගත්කම සහ එක් 

අනනයතාවයක්  වේගොඩනැගීවේම් හැකියාව පිළිබඳව ශ්රී 

ලංාංකිකයන් එකඟතාවයකට පැමිණ ඇත (7.9). වේමම 

අදහස් පිරිමි (7.9) සහ කාන්තා (7.9) වේදපාර්ශවයම 

විසින් සමානව දරන අතරම ඒවා ප්රබලං වේලංස ඉදිරිපත් 

වන්වේන් සුළු ජාාතීන්වේගන් සහ උතුරු (8.3) සහ 

නැවේගනහිර (8.2) පළාත්වලං ජානතාවවේගනි.

• වේවනත් සමාජා කණ්ඩායම්වලංට වඩා තමන් අයත් 

වන ජානවාර්ගික කණ්ඩායම්වලං  අය සමඟ  වැඩි 

සමීප බවක් දැවේනන බව ජානයා ප්රකාශ කර ඇත 

(24.7%). 7.4% ක් ඔවුන් අයත් වන භාාෂා කාණ්ඩවේ� 

පුද්ගලංයන් සමඟ  සමීප බවක් දැවේනන බව ප්රකාශ 

කර  ඇති අතර, 14.2% ක් ශ්රී ලංාංකිකයන් සමඟ  

සමීප බවක් දැවේනන බව පවසා ඇත. පුද්ගලංයන් 

දස වේදවේනකුවේගන් එක් අවේයක් කියා සිටිවේ� තමන් 

කිසිදු කණ්ඩායමකට අයත් පුද්ගලංයන් සමඟ සමීප 

බවක් වේනොදැවේනන බවය. තවත් අය පැවසුවේ� තමන් 

ආගම පදනම් කරගත් පුද්ගලං කණ්ඩායම් (8%) සහ 

දු�පත් පුද්ගලංයින් (8%) සමඟ සමීප බවක් දැවේනන 

බවය. තමන් අයත් වන කුලංවේ� අය සමඟ සමීප බවක් 

දැවේනන බව ප්රකාශ ඇත්වේත් 1.3% ක් පමණි.   

• ජානතාව වේවනත් පුද්ගලංයන්ට වේවනස් වේකොට 

සැළකීවේම් ප්රධාන පදනමට ආර්ථික තත්ත්වය (28.1%), 

වාර්ගිකත්වය (26.9%), ආගම (10.4%) සහ භාාෂාව 

(8.4%) ඇතුළත් වේ�. 

0 - දැඩිවේලංසම එකඟවන්වේන් නැත 
2.5 - එකඟ වේනොවේ�
5 - එකඟවන්වේන්ත් නැත වේනොඑකඟවන්වේන්ත් නැත
7.5- එකඟ වේ� 
10 - දැඩිවේලංසම එකඟ වේ�

ජාාතික 

සබරගමුව 

ඌව 

උතුරු මැද 

වයඹ 

නැවේගනහිර 

උතුර 

දකුණ 

මධයම 

බස්නාහිර 

7                    7. 2                    7.4                    7.6                    7.8                    8                   8.2                    8.4  

7.9

7.9

8.3

7.5

7.9

8.2

8.3

7.6

7.6

7.9

v වන රූපය : ශ්රී ලංාංකික අනනයතාවයක් නිර්මාණය කිරීවේම් වැදගත්කම පිළිබඳ අදහස - ජාාතික සහ පළාත් මට්ටවේමන්  
(මධයනය අගය)
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ජාාතික 

සබරගමුව 

ඌව 

උතුරු මැද 

වයඹ 

නැවේගනහිර 

උතුර 

දකුණ 

මධයම 

බස්නාහිර 

0                1       2                    3                                 4                         5                 6  

4.6

4.6

4.8

4.6

5.4

4.1

4.8

4.6

4.3

4.2

• වේබොවේහෝ ශ්රී ලංාංකිකයන් යම් ප්රමාණයකට එකම 

අසල්වාසී/ආසන්න ප්රවේද්ශයක ජීවත් වන ජානතාව 

වි�වාස කරයි (64.3%). 13.3% ක් තම අසල්වැසියන්ව 

එතරම් වි�වාස වේනොකරයි. 6.3% කට තම 

අසල්වැසියන් සම්බන්ධවේයන්  කිසිම වි�වාසයක් 

නැත. වේම් අතර, ජානතාවවේගන් 13.5% ක් තම 

අසල්වැසියන් වේබවේහවින්  වි�වාස කරන අතර තවත්  

2.5% ක් ඔවුන්ව  දැඩි වේලංස වි�වාස කරයි.  

• සමාජා වි�වාසය ගත් කළ, ශ්රී ලංංකාවේ� ජානතාව 

වේවනත් සමාජා කණ්ඩායම්වලංට අයත් ජානයා වේකවේරහි 

වි�වාසය තබන්වේන් නැත (4.6). භූවේගෝලීය වශවේයන් 

ගත් කළ, දකුණු (4.1), උතුරු මැද (4.2), නැවේගනහිර  

(4.3), සබරගමුව (4.6), වයඹ (4.6), බස්නාහිර (4.6) 

පළාත්වලං වාසය කරන ජානයා තමන් අයත් වේනොවන 

සමාජා කණ්ඩායම් වේකවේරහි වේකොවේහත්ම වි�වාසය 

තබන්වේන් නැත. එවේහත්, අවේනකුත් සමාජා කණ්ඩායම් 

වේකවේරහි වැඩිවේයන් වි�වාසය තබන්වේන් උතුරු 

පළාවේත් ජීවත්වන ජානයාය (5.4). සුළුතර වාර්ගික 

කණ්ඩායම්වලංට අයත් ජානයාට  (සිංහලං ජානතාවට 

(4.5) ට වඩා වේදමළ (5) සහ මුස්ලිම් ජානතාව (5.3)) 

වේවනත් සමාජා කණ්ඩායම්වලංට අයත් ජානතාව 

වේකවේරහි වැඩි වි�වාසයක් ඇත. ස්ත්රී පුරුෂ භාාවය 

අනුව සළකන විට ද, පිරිමි  (4.7) සහ කාන්තා (4.5) 

යන වේදපාර්ශවයම  විවිධ සමාජා කණ්ඩායම්වලංට 

අයත් පුද්ගලංයින් වේකවේරහි අවි�වාසයක් ඇති බවට 

වේපවේනන්නට තිවේ�.

• ශ්රී ලංාංකිකයන් ආයතන වේකවේරහි ඇති වි�වාසය 

වේහෝ වේද්ශපාලංන වි�වාසය සම්බන්ධවේයන් 

මධයස්ථාභාාවයක් දරයි (6.1). අවේනක් පළාත්වලං 

වේවවේසන ජානතාවට වඩා උතුරු (5.1) සහ නැවේඟනහිර 

(5.3) පළාත්වලං වේවවේසන ජානතාවට වේද්ශපාලංන 

වි�වාසය තිවේබන්වේන් අඩු ප්රමාණයකිනි. දකුණු 

පළාවේත් (5.9) ජානතාව ද වේද්ශපාලංන ආයතන 

වේකවේරහි අන් අයට වඩා අඩු වි�වාසයක් තබා ඇත. 

vi වන රූපය: ජාාතික සහ පළාත් මට්ටමින් සමාජා වි�වාසය  (මධයනය අගය)

විෂය පථාය: 

අන්තර් පුද්ගැලං, සාමාජ සාහ 
රෝද්ශපාලංන විශ්වාසාය

0 - වේකොවේහත්ම වි�වාස වේනොකරයි
2.5 - අවි�වාසයි
5 - වි�වාසකරන්වේන්වත් අවි�වාසකරන්වේන්වත් නැත
7.5 - වි�වාස කරයි
10 - ඉතාමත් වි�වාසයි
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ජාාතික 

මුස්ලිම් 

වේදමළ 

සිංහලං 

6.2

5.0            5.2       5.4                 5.6          5.8                      6.1                6.2   

5.4

5.8

6.3

විෂය පථාය: 

සාමාන අවස්ථාා

• ජාාතික මට්ටමින්, සෑම වේකවේනකුටම සමාන 

අවස්ථාා තිවේ� ද යන්න පිළිබඳ අදහස්වලංදී ජානතාව 

වේබොවේහෝ දුරට මධයස්ථාභාාවයක් දරයි  (6.2). රට තුළ 

ජානයාට සමාන අවස්ථාා ඇති බවට එකඟවීමට වැඩි 

නැඹුරුවක් දක්වමින් වේවනස් මතයක් දැරූ එකම 

පළාත ඌව පළාත (7) විය.

• ජානවාර්ගික කණ්ඩායම අනුව බලංන විට, සිංහලං 

ජානතාව වඩාත් මධයස්ථා (6.2) වන අතර, මුස්ලිම් 

(5.4) සහ වේදමළ ජානතාව (5.8) සියලු කණ්ඩායම්වලංට 

සමාන අවස්ථාා ලංැබුණු බවට පිළිගන්වේන්  අඩුවේවනි.

• නාගරික (6.1) සහ ග්රාාමීය ප්රජාාවන් (6.2) සම අවස්ථාා 

ලංැබීම සම්බන්ධවේයන් එකඟ වූවත් ඊට සාවේ�ක්ෂව 

වතු අංශවේ� (5.9) ජානතාව සම අවස්ථාා ලංැබීම 

සම්බන්ධවේයන් එකඟ වන්වේන් අඩුවේවනි.

• ස්ත්රී පුරුෂ භාාවය අනුව ද, පිරිමි (6.2) සහ 

කාන්තා (6.2) වේදපාර්ශවයම සමාන අවස්ථාා ලංැබීම 

සම්බන්ධවේයන් මධයස්ථා අදහස් දරයි.

0 - දැඩිවේලංසම එකඟවන්වේන් නැත 
2.5 - එකඟ වේනොවේ�
5 - එකඟවන්වේන්ත් නැත වේනොඑකඟවන්වේන්ත් නැත
7.5- එකඟ වේ� 
10 - දැඩිවේලංසම එකඟ වේ�

vii වන රූපය: ජානවාර්ගික කණ්ඩායම  අනුව සමාන අවස්ථාා (මධයනය අගය)
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ජාාතික 

සබරගමුව 

ඌව 

උතුරු මැද 

වයඹ 

නැවේගනහිර 

උතුර 

දකුණ 

මධයම 

බස්නාහිර 

2.2

1.7

2.6

2.2

1.8

2.8

5.6

1.8

2.6

2

0                1             2                           3                        4                     5                

විෂය පථාය: 

ක්රියාකාරී පුරාංවැසිභාාවය

• ශ්රී ලංාංකිකයන්වේ� ක්රියාකාරී පුරවැසිභාාවය 2.2 

ක අගයක් ගන්නා අතර එහිදී වේබොවේහෝ වේදවේනක් 

පවසන්වේන් ඔවුන් කිසි දිනක ක්රියාකාරී පුරවැසියන් 

වේනොවී ඇති බවත් අවස්ථාාවක් ලංැබුවේණ් නම් ඔවුන් 

එවේස් කටයුතු කරන බවත්ය. දකුණු (1.8), උතුරු මැද 

(1.8) සහ සබරගමුව (1.7) පළාත්වලං ජානතාව සිවිල් 

ක්රියාකාරකම්වලං වේයදීමට ඇති ඉඩකඩ අඩුය. ඊට 

සාවේ�ක්ෂව උතුරු පළාවේත් (5.6) ජානතාව වඩාත් 

ක්රියාශීලීය. ඊට සමාන රටාවක්  ස්ත්රී පුරුෂ භාාවය - 

පිරිමි (2.5) සහ ගැහැණු (2) - අනුව ද දක්නට ලංැවේ�. 

• ජානවාර්ගික කණ්ඩායම් අනුව බලංන විට, සිංහලං 

ජානතාවට වඩා (2) වේදමළ (4) සහ මුස්ලිම් ජානතාව 

(2.8) වැඩි සිවිල් සහභාාගීත්වයක් වේපන්නුම් කිරීම  

වේහෝ එහි  නියැලීමට වැඩි කැමැත්තක් දක්වා තිබීම 

පිළිබිඹු වේ�. 

• වේද්ශපාලංන ඵලංදායීතාවය අතින්, ශ්රී ලංාංකිකයන් 

(6.5) මධයස්ථා මට්ටමක සිටින බව වේපවේනන්නට 

තිවේ�. ඊට සමාන අදහසක් ස්ත්රී පුරුෂ, සියලු 

ජානවාර්ගික හා ආගමික කාණ්ඩ වශවේයන් සළකා 

බලංන විට ද පිළිබිඹු වේ�. 

0   - නැහැ, කවදාවත් එයාකාරවේයන් කටයුතු කරන්වේන් නැහැ   
2.5 - නැහැ, හැබැයි අවස්ථාාවක් ලංැවේබනවානම් එවේලංස කටයුතු 
කරනවා
5   - වරක් වේදවරක් එවේලංස කටයුතු කළා
7.5 - නිතරම වාවේ� එවේලංස කටයුතු කරනවා
10 - නිතිපතා ක්රියාකාරී පුරවැසියන් වේලංස කටයුතු කරනවා

viii වන රූපය: ජාාතික සහ පළාත් මට්ටමින් ක්රියාකාරී පුරවැසිභාාවය (මධයනය අගය)
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සියළුම ජාාතීන්ට 
අයත් ඉහලං 
පන්තිවේ� 

වේද්ශපාලංන සහ 
වයාපාරික කුඩා 
කණ්ඩායමකට

ඉහලං පන්තිවේ� 
මුස්ලිම් 

ජාාතිකයින්වේ� 
කුඩා 

කණ්ඩායමකට

ඉහලං පන්තිවේ� 
සිංහලංයින් කුඩා 
කණ්ඩායමකට

ඉහලං 
පන්තිවේ� දමිළ 
ජාාතිකයින්වේ� 

කුඩා 
කණ්ඩායමකට

සිංහලං  
බහුතරයකට

43.3

26.6
30.1

22.9

8.5 6.4
1.5 0.7 0.3

59.6

විෂය පථාය: 

වගැවියයුතු පාලංනය

• වේමම විෂය පථාය පාලංනය හැඩගැස්වීම සඳහා 

ජානතාවට සහභාාගී වීමට ඇති අවස්ථාා, විවිධත්වයට 

ගරු කිරීම සහ ආර්ථික හා වේද්ශපාලංන බලංය 

ලංබාගැනීමට ඇති ප්රවේ�ශය සළකා බලංයි. ශ්රී 

ලංාංකිකයන් අන් අයට ගරු කිරීම සම්බන්ධවේයන් 

මධයස්ථා  අදහසක් දරයි (6.8). අවේනක් පළාත් 

වලං ජානතාවට වඩා උතුරු (7.6), ඌව (7.6) 

සහ නැවේගනහිර (7.4) පළාත්වලං ජානතාව වේම් 

සම්බන්ධවේයන් තම එකඟතාවය ප්රකාශ කර ඇත.

• සියලුම ශ්රී ලංාංකිකයන්වේගන් අඩකට ආසන්න 

ප්රමාණයක් (43.3%) සියලු ප්රජාාවන්ට අයත් වේද්ශපාලංන 

හා වයාපාරික ප්රභූ කුඩා කණ්ඩායමකට ආර්ථික 

බලංය වැඩිවේයන් ඇති බව වි�වාස කරන අතර 33% 

කට හැවේඟන්වේන් එම බලංය සිංහලං ප්රජාාව (බහුතරය 

සහ ප්රභූ) තුළ සංවේක්න්ද්රණය වී ඇති බව ය. 23% කට 

හැවේඟන්වේන් වේමම බලංය මුස්ලිම් ප්රජාාවේ� කුඩා ප්රභූ 

කණ්ඩායමක් තුළ පවතින බවය.

• ඊට වේවනස්ව, ශ්රී ලංාංකිකයින්වේගන් තුවේනන් 

වේදකකට වඩා වැඩි පිරිසක් වි�වාස කරන්වේන් 

සිංහලං බහුතරයට (59.6%) සහ කුඩා සිංහලං ප්රභූ 

කණ්ඩායමකට (8.5%) වේද්ශපාලංන බලංය හිමි බවය. 

නමුත්, 30.1% ක් සිතන්වේන් වේමම බලංය සියලු ජාන 

වේකොටස්වලංට අයත් වේද්ශපාලංන සහ වයාපාරික ප්රභූ 

කුඩා කණ්ඩායමක් තුළ පවතින බවය.

ix වන රූපය : ආර්ථික හා වේද්ශපාලංන බලංය වැඩි වශවේයන් ඇත්වේත් කාටද? - ජාාතික මට්ටමින් (%)

ආර්ථික බලංය වේද්ශපාලංන බලංය 
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විෂය පථාය: 

ආරාංක්ෂාව සාහ 
යහපැවැ�ම

 • ගෘහස්ථා යහපැවැත්ම පිළිබඳ අදහස සාවේ�ක්ෂව 

ගත් කළ, ජාාතික මට්ටමින්  7.5 ක අගයක් වාර්තා 

කර ඇති අතර, එමගින් වේපන්නුම් කරන්වේන් ජානතාව 

රවේට් අවේනකුත් ගෘහයන් හා සසදන විට තමන්වේ� 

යහපැවැත්ම තරමක් වේහොඳ මට්ටමක පවතින 

බව වි�වාස කරන බවය. පළාත් වශවේයන් ගත්  

කළ, වේබොවේහෝ පළාත්වලං ජානතාව රවේට් අවේනකුත් 

පවුල්වලංට වඩා සාවේ�ක්ෂව තම පවුවේල් තත්ත්වය 

යහපත් බව වි�වාස කරයි. නැවේඟනහිර (5.8), උතුරු 

(6.1) සහ උතුරු මැද (6.6) පළාත්වලං, ගැටුම්වලින් 

සෘජුවම පීඩාවට පත් වූවන්, අවේනකුත් පවුල් හා 

සසඳන විට තම පවුල්වලං යහපැවැත්ම එකම 

මට්ටමක පවතින බව වි�වාස කරයි. සාවේ�ක්ෂව 

ගත් කළ, මුස්ලිම් (6.8) සහ වේදමළ ජානතාව (6.2) 

ඔවුන්වේ� යහපැවැත්ම සිංහලං ජානතාවට (7.7) වඩා 

අඩු බව වි�වාස කරයි.

• ජීවන දරිද්රතා දර්ශකය පුළුල් පරාසයක පවතින 

මූලික අවශයතා සපුරාගැනීම සඳහා ප්රවේ�ශයක් 

වේනොලංැබීම සම්බන්ධවේයන් අදහස් ග්රාහණය කරගනු 

ලංබයි. වේමම සමීක්ෂණවේ� දත්ත වලංට අනුව ජාාතික 

මට්ටමින්  එහි අගය 1.4 ක් (කිසිදා/ වරක් වේහෝ වේදවරක්) 

වේ�. පළාත් අනුව ගත් කළ , උතුරු (2), දකුණ (1.8) , 

ඌව (1.7) සහ මධයම (1.6) පළාත්වලං අගය ජාාතික 

සාමානයය අභිබවා වේගොස් ඇත. ස්ත්රී පුරුෂ භාාවය 

අනුව ද, පිරිමි (1.4) සහ කාන්තා (1.3) වේදපාර්ශවවේ�ම 

අදහස් සමාන අගයන්  වාර්තා කර ඇත.

• ගෘහස්ථා යහපැවැත්මට එල්ලං වන  විශාලංම තර්ජාන 

නම් ප්රමාණවත් ආදායමක් උපයා ගැනීමට වේනොහැකි 

වීම (26.4%), ඉහළ ජීවන වියදම්/ආර්ථික ගැටලු 

(16.4%) සහ Covid-19 වසංගතය සහ එහි බලංපෑම් 

(8.8%) ය.

8.5

7.6

8.9

6.6

5.8

6.1

6.6

7.1

0 1   2  3  4   5   6   7  8  9    

x වන රූපය: ජානවාර්ගික කණ්ඩායම අනුව පුද්ගලික සහ ප්රජාා ආරක්ෂාව (මධයනය අගය)

0 - වේකොවේහත්ම ආරක්ෂාාවක් නැත
2’5 - තරමක් අනාරක්ෂිතයි
5 - ලංැවේබන ආරක්ෂාාව මධයස්ථායි
7’5 - තරමක් ආරක්ෂිතයි
10- ඉතාමත් ආරක්ෂිතයි

 ශ්රී ලංාංකිකයින්

 මුස්ලිම්

වේදමළ

සිංහලං

ප්රජාා ආරක්ෂාව 
පුද්ගලික ආරක්ෂාව 
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• ජාාතික වශවේයන් ගත් කළ, මූලික වේස්වාවන් 

ලංබාගැනීම සඳහා ඇති ප්රවේ�ශය තරමක් පහසු 

බවට තක්වේස්රු වී ඇත (6.4). බස්නාහිර පළාත 

මූලික වේස්වාවන් ලංබාගැනීම සඳහා ප්රවේ�ශවීවේම් 

පහසුව සම්බන්ධවේයන් අවේ�ක්ෂිත පරිදි ඉදිරිවේයන් 

සිටින අතර ජාාතික සාමානයයට වඩා ඉහළ අගයක් 

වාර්තා කරයි. කිසිදු පළාතක් තුළින්  මූලික වේස්වාවන් 

ලංබාගැනීම සඳහා ඇති ප්රවේ�ශය අතිශය දුෂ්කර වේහෝ 

ඉතා පහසු බවට තක්වේස්රු වී නැත.

• සහායක වේස්වා ලංබාගැනීම සඳහා ඇති ප්රවේ�ශය 

වඩාත් දුෂ්කර බව ජාාතික මට්ටමින් (5.3) දැකිය හැකි 

ය. වේබොවේහෝ පළාත්වලං ජානතාව එය තරමක් දුෂ්කර 

බව වේපන්වා වේදන අතර උතුරු පළාවේත් ජානතාව එය 

දුෂ්කර බව වේපන්වා වේදයි (4.1).

• ජාාතික මට්ටමින්, අවශයතා සපුරාලීම සම්බන්ධව 

රජාය තරමක් දුරට ප්රතිචාර දක්වන බව තමන්ට 

හැවේඟන බව ජානතාව  ප්රකාශ කර ඇත (7.7). පළාත් 

වශවේයන් ගත් කළ, නැවේඟනහිර (8.5), උතුරු (8.1) 

සහ දකුණු (8) පළාත් ජාාතික සාමානයයට වඩා 

ඉහළ අගයක් වාර්තා කරන අතර, ජානයාවේ� 

අවශයතාවයන් සපුරාලීම සම්බන්ධවේයන් රජාවේ� 

නිලංධාරීන් තරමක් දුරට ප්රතිචාර දක්වන බවට එම 

පළාත් තුළින් තක්වේස්රු වී ඇත.  ස්ත්රී පුරුෂ භාාවය 

අනුව ද, කාන්තා (7.9) සහ පුරුෂ (7.5) වේදපාර්ශවයම 

අවශයතා සපුරාලීවේම් දී රජාය තරමක් දුරට ප්රතිචාර 

දක්වන බව පවසා ඇත.  

• ජාාතික මට්ටමින් පුද්ගලික ආරක්ෂාාව ගැන විමසූ 

විට, ජානතාව මධයස්ථාභාාවයක් දරා ඇති බවට (6.6) 

පිළිබිඹු වන  අතර ස්ත්රී පුරුෂ භාාවය අනුව ද (කාන්තා 

- 6.6 සහ පිරිමි - 6.6) එම අදහස ඒ ආකාරවේයන්ම 

ඉදිරිපත් වී ඇත. නමුත්, උතුරු (5) සහ උතුරු මැද (5.5) 

පළාත්වලං ජානතාවවේ� අදහස් එම පරාසවේ� පහළ 

අගයක් ගනී. මුස්ලිම් ජානතාව (7.1) ට වඩා වේදමළ 

(5.9) සහ සිංහලං ජානතාව (6.6) වේම් සම්බන්ධවේයන් 

මධයස්ථාභාාවයක් දරා ඇත.

• ප්රජාා ආරක්ෂාාව සම්බන්ධවේයන්, ජාාතික මට්ටමින් 

(8.5) ජානතාවවේ� අදහස් බලංන කළ වේපනී යන්වේන් 

ඔවුන් එය තරමක් ආරක්ෂිත සහ ඉතා ආරක්ෂිත යන 

අදහස් හා සම්බන්ධ කරන බවය. පළාත් වශවේයන් 

ගත් කළ, උතුරු (5.2) සහ නැවේගනහිර (6.2) පළාත්වලං 

ජානතාවට ආරක්ෂිත බවක් දැවේනන්වේන් අඩු වශවේයනි. 

වේදමළ ජානතාවට (6.1) වඩා සිංහලං (8.9) සහ මුස්ලිම් 

ජානතාව (7.6) ප්රජාා ආරක්ෂාව ඉහළ මට්ටමක පවතින 

බව වි�වාස කරයි. 

v

විෂය පථාය: 

ආරාංක්ෂාව සාහ 
යහපැවැ�ම
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ඉදිරි මගැ
වසර තුනකට ආසන්න කාලංයක් පළමු අදියර සඳහා 

සූදානම් වීවේමන්, එය සංකල්පගත කිරීවේමන්, දියත් 

කිරීවේමන් සහ එහි දත්ත වි�වේල්ෂණය කිරීවේමන් 

පසු මූලික වාර්තාව එළිදැක්වීම තුළින්  බැවේරෝමීටර 

වේල්කම් කාර්යාලංය විශාලං සන්ධිස්ථාානයක් අත්කර 

වේගන ඇත. ඒ අතරම, වේමම වාර්තාව එළිදැක්වීම  

ඉදිරි වසර සඳහා සැලංසුම් කර ඇති මාර්ග සිතියවේම් 

එක් පියවරක් පමණි. සැලංසුම් කර ඇති ප්රධාන 

ක්රියාකාරකම් කිහිපයක් පහත දක්වා ඇත:  

• සමීක්ෂණවේ� වේදවන අදියර 2021 වර්ෂවේ� ජූනි 

මාසවේ� සිට ආරම්භා කරන ලංද්වේද් සමීක්ෂණ 

ප්ර�නාවලිය සකස් කිරීම, නියමු අධයයනය සහ දත්ත 

රැස් කිරීම ආශ්රවේයනි. වේමම අදියවේර් වේසොයාගැනීම්, 

පළමු අදියවේර් වේසොයාගැනීම් හා සංසන්දනාත්මකව 

බලංමින් එහි වි�වේල්ෂණයක් ද සහිතව, 2022 වර්ෂවේ� 

ජුනි මාසය වන විට ඉදිරිපත් කිරීමට හැකි වනු ඇත. 

• “වි�වාසය”, “අනනයතාවය” සහ “ක්රියාකාරී 

පුරවැසිභාාවය” යන බැවේරෝමීටර  විෂයපථා වලංට අදාළ 

වේත්මාත්මක අධයයන හයක් 2022 වර්ෂවේ� පළමු 

කාර්තුව තුළ විවිධ කාලංවලංදී එළිදැක්වේ�. 

• ඊට සමගාමීව, බැවේරෝමීටර මුලංපිරීම සඳහා ඉතා 

වැදගත් අදහස් එක් කරන, ප්රතිසන්ධානය සහ 

සමාජා ඒකාබද්ධතාවය  පිළිබඳ කතිකාවතට ඉතා 

ප්රවේයෝජානවත් අදහස් ඉදිරිපත් කරන සංකල්ප 

සටහන් ප්රකාශයට පත් වේකවේර්. 

• බැවේරෝමීටර වේව� අඩවිය 2022 වර්ෂවේ� මුල් 

භාාගවේ�දී එළිදක්වනු ඇති අතර එයට බැවේරෝමීටරය 

භාාෂා තුවේනන්ම ප්රකාශයට පත් කරන සියලුම ලිපි 

වේල්ඛන ඇතුලංත් වේ�. පරිශීලංකයින්ට පළමු අදියවේර් 

දත්ත භාාවිතවේයන් නි�චිත වි�වේල්ෂණයක් ජානනය 

කිරීමට හැකි වන පරිදි දත්ත වි�වේල්ෂණ වේමවලංමක් ද  

වේමම වේව� අඩවිවේ� අඩංගු වේ�. ප්රතිසන්ධානය පිළිබඳ 

උද්වේයෝගිමත් මහජාන කතිකාවතක් ඇති කිරීමට 

උපකාරී වන සමාජා මාධය පැවැත්මක් සමඟින් වේව� 

අඩවිය නිතිපතා යාවත්කාලීන වේකවේර්.  

•  බැවේරෝමීටරවේයන් ජානනය වන සාක්ෂි මහජාන 

කතිකාවත වේපෝෂණය කරනු ලංබන අතර එයට 

ප්රධාන වේද්ශපාලංන සහ පරිපාලංන පාර්ශවකරුවන්, 

පුරවැසියන් වේමන්ම ප්රාවේද්ශීය තීරණ ගන්නන් සමඟ 

මුහුණට මුහුණ  සිදු කරන සාකච්ඡාා ද ඇතුළත් 

වේ�. ඊට අමතරව, බැවේරෝමීටරය සැකසීවේම්දී අදහස් 

ලංබාදීම තුලින් දායක වූ  ප්රජාාවන් සමඟ සමීක්ෂණ 

වේසොයාගැනීම් වේබදා ගැනීවේම් සැසි ඇතුළුව බිම් 

මට්ටවේම් උපවේද්ශන සිදු කරනු ලංැවේ�. 

• ආයතනික වශවේයන්, වාර්ෂිකව බැවේරෝමීටරය දියත් 

කිරීම බැවේරෝමීටරවේ� හවුල්කරුන් විසින් අඛණ්ඩව 

සිදු කරනු ඇති අතර නුදුරු අනාගතවේ� දී ශ්රී ලංංකා 

විවෘත වි�වවිදයාලංය (OUSL) එහි හවුල්කරුවේවක් 

වේලංස සම්බන්ධ වනු ඇත. අවසානවේ�දී, වේමම සමූහය 

ශ්රී ලංංකා බැවේරෝමීටරවේ� කාර්යය සාමූහිකව ඉදිරියට 

වේගන යන රජාවේ� සංවිධාන, වි�ව විදයාලං සහ 

බුද්ධිමණ්ඩලං වලං නව සාමාජිකයින් ඇතුළත් කරමින් 

පුළුල් වනු ඇත.

ශ්රී ලංංකා බැවේරෝමීටරය පියවවේරන් පියවර වැඩි දියුණු 

වේවමින් ඉදිරයට යන ක්රියාවලියකි. සමීක්ෂණවේ� 

කාලංානුරූප අදියරයන්, වේත්මාත්මක අධයයනයන් 

සහ සාකච්ඡාා පත්රිකාවන් ඔස්වේස්  සාක්ෂි පදනම 

වර්ධනය වන විට, කාලංයත් සමඟ පුරවැසියන්වේ� 

අදහස් සහ අභිලංාෂයන් වඩා වේහොඳින් අවවේබෝධ කර 

ගැනීම සඳහා වැඩිදුර වි�වේල්ෂණයන් සහ පර්වේ�ෂණ 

සිදු කිරීවේම් අවශයතාවය ඉස්මතු වනු ඇත.

ශ්රී ලංංකාව සමාජීය වශවේයන් එකමුතු සමාජායක් 

කරා ගමන් කිරීමට නම්, ජාාතික වේමන්ම ප්රාවේද්ශීය 

මට්ටමින් තීරණ ගන්නන්ට, පර්වේ�ෂකයන්ට 

වේමන්ම ක්රියාකාරීන්ට ශ්රී ලංංකා බැවේරෝමීටරය මගින්  

“ජානතාවවේ� හඬ, ජානතාවවේ� වේත්රීම්” අවවේබෝධ 

කර ගැනීම පහසු කරවීමට ගන්නා ප්රයත්නය  ඉතා 

වැදගත් වේ�.
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நிறைவேை்றுச ்சுருக்கம்
இந்த அடிப்படை அறிக்டகயானது, 2020 ஆம் ஆண்டில் முதன்முதலில் நைத்தப்பைை்  

ஸ்ரீ லங்கா பர�ாமீைை்� ்(Sri Lanka Barometer) எனும்  ரதசிய பி�திநிதித்துவ பபாதுக் 

கருத்துக்கணிப்பின் முடிவுகடை சம�ப்்பிக்கின்றது.

ஸ்ரீ லங்கா பவ�ாமீட்ட�ிை்கான (Sri Lanka 

Barometer)  பகுத்தறிவு�தீியான கா�ணம்: 

எங்கள் கு�ல்கள், எங்கள் தத�ிவுகள்

பல சவால்கை் இருந்தரபாதிலும், யுத்தத்தின் 

முடிவானது  நல்லிணக்கத்திற்கான 

நம்பிக்டகடயயும், ரபா�ால் பாதிக்கப்பைை் 

சமூகங்கடையும் உறவுகடையும் மீைக் 

கைட்ிபயழுப்புவதற்கான வாய்ப்டபயும், 

ரமலும் முன்ரனறுவதற்கான வாய்ப்டபயும் 

பகாண்டு வந்தது. நல்லிணக்கம் மற்றும் 

சமூக ஒற்றுடமடய அடைவதற்கு அ�சு 

மற்றும் சிவில் சமூக அடமப்புகைால் 

பகாை்டக மற்றும் ரவடலத்திைை் முயற்சிகை் 

உை்ைன. இலங்டகயில் நல்லிணக்கம், 

பபாறுப்புக்கூறல் மற்றும் மனித 

உ�ிடமகடை ரமம்படுத்துவதற்காக 2015 

ஆம் ஆண்டு ஒக்ரைாப� ்1 ஆம் திகதி மனித 

உ�ிடமகை் ரப�டவயின் 30/1  தீ�ம்ானமானது 

நல்லிணக்கத்டத ரநாக்கியதான 

குறிப்பிடித்தக்க படியாகும். எவ்வாறாயினும், 

கைந்த காலத்டத டகயாளுவதற்கான முழு 

அைவிலான நீதித்துடற மற்றும் நீதித்துடற 

அல்லாத நைவடிக்டககடை உை்ைைக்கிய 

ஒரு வி�ிவான அணுகுமுடறயானது 

அத் தீ�ம்ானத்தில் எதி�ப்ா�த்்தபடி 

நடைபபறவில்டல.  

முக்கிய அ�சு தடலடமயிலான நல்லிணக்க 

முயற்சிகைில்  குடிமக்கைின் ஆரலாசடனடய 

பபறுதல் மற்றும் இந்த பசயல்முடறகளுக்கு 

அவ�க்ைின் உை்ைடீுகடை அங்கீக�ித்தல்  

ஆகியன அைங்கும். இதில் 2010 ஆம் 

ஆண்டின் கற்றுக்பகாண்ை பாைங்கை் 

மற்றும் நல்லிணக்க ஆடணக்குழு (LLRC) 

,  பல்ரவறு விசா�டணக் குழுக்கை் மற்றும் 

ஆரலாசடன பணிக்குழு (CTF) ஆகியன 

நாடு முழுவதிலும் இருந்து சான்றுகடைக் 

ரகைப்தற்கான மற்பறாரு குறிப்பிைத்தக்க 

முயற்சியாகும். சமூகங்கை் மற்றும் மத 

நல்லிணக்கத்திற்கான பா�ாளுமன்ற விரசை 

குழுவால் 2019 ஆம் ஆண்டு பவைியிைப்பைை் 

தியவன்னா பி�கைனம், குடிமக்களுைன் 

கலந்தாரலாசிப்பதன் முக்கியத்துவத்டத 

அங்கீக�ித்து, வழக்கமான கருத்துக் 

கணிப்புக்கு அடழப்பு விடுக்கும் அ�சினால் 

தடலடமதாங்கப்படும் மற்பறாரு 

முயற்சியாகும். நல்லிணக்கத்திற்கான 

அ�சின் முன்பனடுப்புக்கைின் திடசடய 

வடிவடமக்க இந்தக் கருத்துக்கை் 

பயன்படுத்தப்பை ரவண்டும் என்று 

ப�ிந்துட�க்கப்பைை்து. 

ஆயினும்கூை, ரபா�ினால் ரந�டியாகப் 

பாதிக்கப்பைை் மக்கை் எதி�ப்காை்ளும் பல 

தடைகை் ரபாலரவ, ரபாட�த் ரதாற்றுவித்த 

பல நிடலடமகளும் தற்ரபாதும் அவ்வாரற 

உை்ைன. நல்லிணக்கத்திற்கான ஆ�ம்ப 

ரவகமும் காலப்ரபாக்கில் தடைப்பைட்ுை்ைது. 

ரமலும், 2009 ஆம் ஆண்டு யுத்தம் 

முடிவடைந்ததிலிருந்து, நல்லிணக்கம் மற்றும் 

சமூக ஒற்றுடம பதாை�ப்ான பி�சச்ிடனகை் 

அனுபவங்கை் பற்றிய குடிமக்கைின் 

உண�ட்வ அடையாைங் காண்பதும் அவ�க்ை் 

அதடன எவ்வாறு பா�க்்கிறா�க்ை் என்படதப் 

பு�ிந்துபகாை்வதும் பதாை�ச்ச்ியான 

ரதடவயாக உை்ைது.
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ஸ்ரீ லங்கா பவ�ாமீட்ட�ின் 
முக்கிய அம்சங்கள்
ஸ்ரீ லங்கா பர�ாமீைை்�ானது (Sri Lanka Barometer), 

தீ�ம்ானம் ரமற்பகாை்ரவாருக்கு ஒரு பபாதுக் 

கருத்துட�டயபத�ிவிப்பதற்காகவும், 

காலப்ரபாக்கில் அடத உண� 

டவப்பதற்காகப் பணியாற்றுவதற்காகவும், 

இலங்டகயில் நல்லிணக்கம் மற்றும் 

சமூக ஒருங்கிடணப்பு பற்றிய பு�ிதடல 

ஆழப்படுத்துவடத ரநாக்கமாகக் 

பகாண்டுை்ைது. 

இது நல்லிணக்கத்தின் பின்னணியில் 

உை்ை முக்கியமான பி�சச்ிடனகடை 

பி�திநிதித்துவப்படுத்தும் வடகயில் 

வடிவடமக்கப்பைட்ுை்ைதுைன், காலப்ரபாக்கில் 

மாறக்கூடிய  நல்லிணக்கம் மற்றும் 

சமூக ஒற்றுடம  பற்றிய மக்கைின் 

பல்ரவறுவிதமான கருத்துக்கடைக் 

பபற்றுக்பகாை்வதற்காக  கருத்தாக்கம் 

பசய்யப்பைட்ுை்ைது. இது நல்லிணக்கம் மற்றும் 

சமூக ஒற்றுடமடய அனுபவிப்பது சா�ந்்ததாக 

கருதப்படும் முக்கியமான பி�சச்ிடனகடை 

ஆ�ாய்கிறது.  எனரவ, நல்லிணக்கம் என்பது 

பன்முகத்தன்டம பகாண்ைதாகவுை்ைதுைன், 

அது சூழல் சா�ந்்ததாகவும் மற்றும் ப�ந்த 

அைவிலான அனுபவங்கை், முயற்சிகை் மற்றும் 

வாய்ப்புகடை உை்ைைக்கியதாகவும் உை்ைது 

என்படத அது அங்கீக�ிக்கிறது.

இது பின்வரும் நான்கு முக்கிய கூறுகடை 

உை்ைைக்கியது:

1. மக்கை் ரநாக்கிடன அைவிடும் ஒரு 

வருைாந்த, நாைைாவிய பபாதுக் கருத்துக் 

கணிப்பு.

2. நல்லிணக்கம் மற்றும் சமூக ஒருங்கிடணப்பு 

பதாை�ப்ான சிக்கல்கடை இன்னும் 

ஆழமாக ஆ�ாய்வதற்காக பபரும்பாலும் 

த�மான வழிமுடறகடைப் பயன்படுத்தும் 

கருப்பபாருை் ஆய்வுகை்.

3. நல்லிணக்கம் மற்றும் அதனுைன் 

பதாை�ப்ுடைய பி�சச்ிடனகை் பற்றிய 

கலந்துட�யாைல் பத்தி�ங்கை் மற்றும் 

கருத்துக் குறிப்புகைின் பதாகுப்பு.

4. ஆதா� அடிப்படை பற்றிய பபாதுச ்

பசாற்பபாழிடவத் பத�ிவிப்பதற்கான ஒரு 

அணுகல் கூறு.

 

இசப்சய்முடறயில்  பி�தான பாத்தி�ரமற்கும் 

ஏழு விையப் ப�ப்புக்கைில் அ�சாங்க, 

அ�ச சா�ப்ற்ற மற்றும் அடிமைை் 

முன்பனடுப்புக்களுக்கு ஆத�வைிப்பதன் 

மூலம் இலங்டகயின் நல்லிணக்கச ்

பசய்முடறடய வலுப்படுத்துவதில் 

பங்கைிப்புச ்பசய்வதற்காக, 2017 

நவம்ப�ில் ஆ�ம்பிக்கப்பைை் நான்கு 

வருை ரவடலத்திைை்மான நல்லிணக்க 

வலுவூைை்ல் பசயல்முடறகை் (SRP) மூலம் இது 

ஆ�ம்பிக்கப்பைை்து. SRP ரவடலத்திைை்மானது 

ஐர�ாப்பிய ஒன்றியம் மற்றும் ரே�ம்ன் 

பபை�ல் பவைியுறவு அலுவலகத்தால் 

கூைை்ாக நிதியைிக்கப்படுவதுைன்  

இலங்டகயிலுை்ை ரே�ம்ன் பதாழில்நுைப் 

ஒத்துடழப்பு (GIZ) மற்றும் பி�ிைட்ிஷ் 

கவுன்சிலால்  நீதி, மனித உ�ிடமகை் 

மற்றும் சைை் சீ�த்ிருத்த அடமசச்ுைன் 

இடணந்து நடைமுடறப்படுத்தப்படுகிறது. 

ரமலும், இந்த முன்பனடுப்பானது, ச�வ்ரதச 

அனுபவங்கை் மற்றும் அடதபயாத்த 

ஏடனய முன்பனடுப்புக்களுைன் பதாை�ட்ப 

பகாண்டுை்ைது . நல்லிணக்கம் மற்றும் சமூக 

ஒற்றுடமடய வலுப்படுத்துதல் பதாை�ப்ில் 

பதன்னாபி�ிக்க அனுபவத்திலிருந்து பபற்று 

பதன்னாபி�ிக்க  நல்லிணக்க பர�ாமீைை்� ்

(South Africa Reconciliation Barometer) கருத்துக் 

கணிப்பிடன  இ�ண்டு தசாப்தங்கைாக 

அமுல்படுத்துதலானது, இலங்டகயிலும் ஸ்ரீ 

லங்கா பர�ாமீைை்ருைனான (Sri Lanka Barometer) 

முயற்சிகளுக்கு அடித்தைத்டத வழங்க 

உதவியது.
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ஸ்ரீ லங்கா பவ�ாமீட்ட�ின் 
ேடிேறமப்பு  

பர�ாமீைை்�ானது, இலங்டகயில் 

நல்லிணக்கத்டத ஆ�ாய உதவும் எைட்ு 

கைங்கைின் மூலம் நல்லிணக்கத்டத 

ஆ�ாய்கிறது. இந்த கருத்தியல் 

கைை்டமப்பானது பர�ாமீைை்ருக்கான 

அடிப்படை அடித்தைத்டத உருவாக்குகிறது. 

ஒவ்பவாரு கைம் பற்றிய ரமலதிக 

விவ�ங்களுக்கு அறிமுகப் பகுதிடயப் 

பா�க்்கவும்.

எைட்ு கைங்கைாவன: அடையாைம் மற்றும் 

உடைடம; சம வாய்ப்பு; தனிப்பைை், சமூக 

மற்றும் அ�சியல் நம்பிக்டக; பசயலிலுை்ை 

குடியு�ிடம; கைந்த காலத்டத டகயாளுதல்; 

அடனவருக்கும் நீதி; பபாறுப்பான நி�வ்ாகம்; 

மற்றும் பாதுகாப்பு மற்றும் நல்வாழ்வு 

ஆகியனவாகும்.

பர�ாமீைை்� ்(Barometer) கருத்துக் கணிப்பானது 

ஒரு அைவு�ீதியான முடறடயப் 

பயன்படுத்தியது. இது எண்ணியல் த�டவச ்

ரசக�ித்தல் மற்றும் எண்ணியல் பகுப்பாய்டவ 

ரமற்பகாை்வதன் மூலம் உண�வ்ுகடை 

அைவிை உதவுகிறது. ஒரு கைை்டமக்கப்பைை் 

வினாக்பகாத்திடன ஆ�ாய்சச்ிக் கருவியாகப் 

பயன்படுத்தி அைவிைக் கூடியதும் எண்ணக் 

கூடியமான த�வு ரசக�ிக்கப்பைை்து. இது 

ஒவ்பவாரு கைத்திலும் அடையாைம் 

காணப்பைை் சில சிக்கல்களுக்கு ஏற்ப 

வடிவடமக்கப்பைட்ுை்ைது. இது பல-

கைை் எழுமாறான மாதி�ி நுைப்த்டதயும் 

முடறயான எழுமாறான மாதி�ி 

முடறடயயும் பயன்படுத்தியது. 

எதி�ப்ா�க்்கப்பைை் 3880 பதில்தருன�க்டை 

பகாண்ை மாதி�ியில்  3819  பதில்தருன�க்ை் 

(95% நம்பிக்டக மைை்ம்) ரதசிய அைவில் 

பூ�த்்தி பசய்யப்பைை்ன� ்ஆய்வு முடற மற்றும் 

மாதி�ி பற்றிய ரமலதிக விவ�ங்களுக்கு 

தயவுபசய்து அறிமுகப் பகுதிடயப் 

பா�க்்கவும்.

முன்பமாழியப்பைை் குறிகாைட்ிகை் மற்றும் 

அவற்றின் கூைட்ு அைவீடுகைின் மரனாதத்துவ 

ரசாதடன மற்றும் ச�ிபா�ப்்பானது,  

முன்ரனாடி கற்டக மற்றும் முக்கிய 

ஆய்வுக் கைை்ங்கைில் ரமற்பகாை்ைப்பைை்து. 

பர�ாமீைை்�ில் (Barometer)  பயன்படுத்தப்படும் 

அைவீடு வலுவானதாக இருப்படத 

மரனாதத்துவ ச�ிபா�ப்்பு உறுதிபசய்தது. 

இதனால் இந்த குறிகாைட்ிகடைப் 

பயன்படுத்தும் கணிசமான பகுப்பாய்வானது 

வலுவானதாகவும் நம்பகமானதாகவும் 

பசல்லுபடியானதாகவும் மற்றும் 

நம்பிக்டகக்கு�ியதாகவுமுை்ைது. இலங்டகத் 

பதாடகமதிப்பு மற்றும் புை்ைிவிப�த் 

திடணக்கைத்தின் பி�சு�ிக்கப்பைை் 

2012 ஆம் ஆண்டின் மக்கை்பதாடகத் 

த�வுகடைப் பயன்படுத்தி, வழுநீக்கப்பைை் 

த�வுத் பதாகுப்பானது மாவைை்ங்கைின் 

சனத்பதாடகப் பி�திநிதித்துவம், பாலினம் 

மற்றும் வயதுப் பண்புகை் ஆகியவற்றின் 

அடிப்படையில் அைவிைப்பைை்து .

 உரு1: பர�ாமீைை்�ில் உை்ை நல்லிணக்கத்திற்கான 

எைட்ுக் கைங்கை்
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ஸ்ரீ லங்கா பவ�ாமீட்ட�ின் (Sri Lanka Barometer)  அடிப்பறடக் 
கண்டுபிடிப்புகள்
கண்டுபிடிப்புகை் இ�ண்டு வழிகைில் வழங்கப்படுகின்றன. அவற்றில் ஒன்று கலப்பு குறியீடுகக்கான 

ச�ாச�ி மதிப்பபண்கை் (1 முதல் 10 வட� ஒரு மதிப்பபண்)  அல்லது ஒற்டற ரகை்விகளுக்கு பதிலுட�கை்.

நல்லிணக்கம்
• பபரும்பான்டமயான இலங்டகய�க்ை் 

நல்லிணக்கத்டத ஒற்றுடம மற்றும் ஒருமித்த 

இலங்டகடய அடைதல் (37.6%) பதாை�ப்ான 

அ�த்்தங்களுைன் பதாை�ப்ுபடுத்துகின்றன�.் 

நல்லிணக்கமானது  பபாதுவாக சாதகமானது 

என்றும் இலங்டகக்கு நல்லது என்றும் மக்கை் 

கருதுகின்றன� ்(23.3%). ஒைட்ுபமாத்தமாக, 11.3% 

ஆரனா� ்நல்லிணக்கம் இல்லாதிருப்பதாகக் 

கருதுகின்றன�(்11.3%). சில இலங்டகய�க்ை் 

எதுவும் நிடனவுக்கு வருவதில்டல/பசால்லுக்கு 

எந்த அ�த்்தமும் இல்டல (9%) என்றும் 

நிடனக்கிறா�க்ை். 

• நல்லிணக்கத்டத ரநாக்கிய முன்ரனற்றம் 

ஏற்பைட்ுை்ைதாக இலங்டகய�க்ை் 

நடுநிடலயான பா�ட்வடயக் 

பகாண்டுை்ைன� ்(6.4). அடனத்து முக்கிய 

இன மற்றும் மத குழுக்களும் பால்நிடலயால் 

வழங்கப்பைை் புை்ைிகடை ரபாலரவ 

நடுநிடல வகிக்கின்றன. அரத ரவடை, 

இலங்டகய�க்ைிடைரய அவ�க்ைின் 

இருப்பிைம், பால்நிடல,  மதம் இனம் 

என்பவற்டற சா�ாது  எல்ரலா�ிைமும்  

நல்லிணக்கத்திற்கான  ரகா�ிக்டக 

வலுவானதாகரவ (8.1) உை்ைது. 

• ஆயுத ரமாதலின் தாக்கத்டத சமாைிக்க 

இலங்டகய�க்ளுக்கு உதவுவதில் 

நிறுவனங்கடை முக்கியமானதாக உை்ைதாக 

(7.4) இலங்டகய�க்ை் கருதுகின்றன�.்

• அ�சியலில்  விருப்பம் மற்றும் அ�ப்்பணிப்பு 

இல்லாடம (25.8%), ரதசியவாதம் (20.2%), 

மற்றும் பி�ித்தாளும் அ�சியல் (17.8%) ஆகியன 

முக்கியமான தடைகைாக இருப்படத 

அடையாைம் கண்டு, தடைகை் இருப்படத 

அவ�க்ை் அங்கீக�ிக்கின்றன�.் சமய மற்றும் 

இன�ீதியான பாகுபாடு (8.3%), சைை்�ீதியான 

சவால்கை் (4.3%), ஊழல் (4.1%), தீவி�வாதம் 

(3.3%) மற்றும் பபாருைாதா� சமத்துவமின்டம 

(3.4%) ஆகியடவயும் தடைகைாக அடையாைம் 

காணப்படுகின்றன. நல்லிணக்கத்திற்கு 

தடைகை் இல்டல என்று சில� ்(4%) 

நிடனக்கிறா�க்ை். 10 ரப�ில் ஒருவ�ால் (10%) 

தடைகடை அடையாைம் காண முடியவில்டல.

பைம் 2: இனக்குழுவின் நல்லிணக்கத்டத ரநாக்கிய முன்ரனற்றத்திற்கான 
ரகா�ிக்டக மற்றும் பா�ட்வகை் (ச�ாச�ி மதிப்பு)

0.0 - கடுடமயாக 
உைன்பைவில்டல

2.5 - உைன்பைவில்டல

5.0 - உைன்பைரவா 
அல்லது மறுக்கரவா 
இல்டல

7.5 - உைன்படுதல்

10 - வலுவாக 
உைன்படுதல்
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சிங்கைம்
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• இலங்டகய�க்ை்,ரபா�ின் பின்னணியில் 

கைந்த காலத்டத டகயாளுவடத 

ரதசிய அைவிலும் (7.5)  ஆண்கை் (7.4) 

மற்றும் பபண்களும் (7.5)  ஆகவும்  

முக்கியமானதாக கருதுகின்றன� ்வைக்கு 

(8.4) மற்றும் கிழக்கு (8) மாகாணங்கைில் 

உை்ை மக்கை் அதன் முக்கியத்துவம் 

குறித்து வலுவான கருத்துக்கடைக் 

பகாண்டுை்ைன�.் 

•  அடனத்து முக்கிய இனக் குழுக்கைினதும் 

மக்கை் கைந்த காலத்டத டகயாளுவதன் 

முக்கியத்துவத்டத உண�ந்்துை்ைன�,் 

தமிழ�க்ை் (8.1) மிக உய�ந்்த 

முக்கியத்துவத்டத அறிக்டகயிடுகின்றன� ்

, அடதத் பதாை�ந்்து சிங்கைவ�க்ை் (7.4) 

மற்றும் முஸ்லிம் சமூகங்கை் (7.3) அவ்வாறு 

அறிக்டகயிடுகின்றன� ். 

•  ஆயுத ரமாதல்கை் பதாை�ப்ான கைந்தகால 

அநீதிகடை ஏற்றுக்பகாை்வது முக்கியம் 

என்படத இலங்டகய�க்ை் (7.4) 

ஒப்புக்பகாை்கிறா�க்ை். வைக்கு (8.6), கிழக்கு 

(7.9) மற்றும் ஊவா (7.7) மாகாணங்கைில் 

உை்ை மக்கை் கைந்தகால அநீதிகடை 

அதிக அைவில் ஏற்றுக்பகாை்வதாகத் 

பத�ிவித்துை்ைன�.்

•  நிடனரவந்தல்  பதாை�ப்ில் மக்கை் ரதசிய 

�ீதியாக  நடுநிடலயில் (6.8) உை்ைன�.் 

மாகாண �ீதியில், வைக்கு (8.3) மற்றும் 

கைம்:  
கடந்த காலத்றத 
றகயாளுதல்

பைம் 3: நீதிக்கு மிகப்பப�ிய தடைகை் - ரதசிய அைவில், முதலில் குறிப்பிைப்பைை்து (%)

அ�சியல் இடையீடு அல்லது தடலயீடு

தடைகை் இல்டல

ரபாருக்கு பின்ன�ான சூழலில் உை்ை பி�சச்டனகடை 
டகயாைாடம.

அ�சாங்கத்திைமிருந்தான ரமலாண்டம / உதவியின்டம.

இனவாதம்

கைந்த காலத்டத டகயாை்வதற்கான அ�சியல் 
விருப்பமின்டம

தகவல் பற்றாக்குடற

அடிப்படைத் ரதடவகடைப் பூ�த்்தி பசய்வதற்கான 
வருமானம் , ரவடலவாய்ப்பு,கல்வி,வசதிகை், 
என்பவற்றின் பற்றாக்குடற
 
பவைிநாடுகைின் தடலயீடு/ அ�ச சா�ப்ற்ற 
நிறுவனங்கைின் தடலயீடு

ஏடனயடவ

31.8

7.2
2.5

2
3.4

7.9

6.7

8.7

12.5

17.3
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கைம்:  
கடந்த காலத்றத 
றகயாளுதல்

கிழக்கு (7.5) மாகாணங்கைில் உை்ை 

மக்கைிடைரய நிடனரவந்தல் பற்றிய 

உய� ்மைை் உைன்பாடு உை்ைது. 

• இலங்டகய�க்ைின் இழப்பீடுகளுக்கான 

முக்கிய நியாயங்கைில் வருமான இழப்பு 

(25.3%), கைை்ாய பவைிரயற்றம் (22.7%) 

மற்றும் சமூக நிலம் மற்றும் பசாத்து இழப்பு 

(21%) ஆகியடவ அைங்கும். காணாமல் 

ஆக்கப்பைை்வ�க்ை் , விசா�டணயின்றி 

தடுத்து டவக்கப்பைை்வ�க்ை், 

சித்தி�வடதயால் பாதிக்கப்பைை்வ�க்ை்    

மற்றும் குடும்பங்களுக்கு இழப்பீடு 

வழங்கப்பை ரவண்டும் என்று சில� ்

நிடனக்கிறா�க்ை்.

•  ரதசிய அைவில், அ�சியல் பசல்வாக்கு 

மற்றும் குறுக்கீைானது  (31.8%) கைந்த 

காலத்டத டகயாளுவதில் மிகவும் 

குறிப்பிைத்தக்க தடையாக கருதப்படுகிறது. 

பாதிக்கப்பைை்வ�க்ைின் பதாை�ச்ச்ியான 

அதி�ச்ச்ி, கைந்தகாலத்தில்பாதிக்கப்

பைை்வ�க்ளுக்கு நீதியின்டம, அசச்ம் 

மற்றும் சமத்துவமின்டம, நல்லிணக்கம், 

நிடனரவந்தல், நம்பிக்டக மற்றும் 

பு�ிதல் ரபான்ற பிற பி�சச்ிடனகளுக்கு 

ரமலதிகமாக கைந்த காலத்டத (7.9%) 

டகயாளுவதற்கான அ�சியல்�ீதியான 

விருப்பமின்டமடய மற்பறாரு தடையாக 

சில� ்அடையாைம் காண்கின்றன�.் 
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• ஆயுத ரமாதலில் 

பாதிக்கப்பைை்வ�க்ளுக்கான நீதிக்கான 

மிகப்பப�ிய தடைகைாவன அ�சியல் 

விருப்பமின்டம (29%), ஊழல்/நிடலயற்ற 

பபாருைாதா�ம் (13%), அ�சியல் 

பசல்வாக்கு/அ�சியல் தடலயீடு 

(11%), ரதடவயற்ற தாமதங்கை்/சைை் 

பசயல்முடறகடை முைக்குதல் (6%); 

மற்றும் குற்றவாைிகை் எந்த விடைவும் 

இல்லாமல் தப்பிக்கின்றடம (5%) 

என்பனவாகும்.

• அடனத்து மாகாணங்கைிலும், 

பபாதுமக்களுக்கு எதி�ாக 

வன்முடறடயப் பி�ரயாகிப்பது  

இலங்டகய�க்ை் உைன்பைவில்டல 

(10 இற்்கு 2.8 மதிப்பபண்கை்) ஆனால் 

வை மாகாணத்தில் உை்ை மக்கை் 

கடுடமயாக, பபாதுமக்களுக்கு எதி�ாக 

வன்முடறடயப் பயன்படுத்துவதில் 

உைன்பைவில்டல அல்லது கடுடமயாக 

உைன்பைவில்டல. ஆண்கை் 

மற்றும் பபண்கை் இருபாலாரும் 

பபாதுமக்களுக்பகதி�ாக வன்முடறடய 

பி�ரயாகிப்பது பதாை�ப்ில் எதி�ப்்டபரய 

பகாண்டிருக்கிறா�க்ை்.

கைம்: 
அறனேருக்கும் நீதி

உரு IV:அடன வருக்குமான நீதிடய அடைவதிலுை்ை தடைகை்- ரத சிய அைவில் , முதலில் குறிப்பிைப்பைை்து (%)

அ�சியல் விருப்பமின்டம

ஊழல்/ நிடலயற்ற பபாருைாதா�ம்

அ�சியல் இடையீடு அல்லது தடலயீடு

தடைகை் இல்டல

இனவாதம்

அநாவசியமானடவகை்

பக்கசச்ா�ப்ுடைய நீதித்துடற

திறடமயின்டம

ஏடனயடவ

19

29

3

4

5

6

10

11

13
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ரதசிய�ீதியான

சப�கமுவ மாகாணம்

ஊவா மாகாணம்

வைமத்திய மாகாணம்

வைரமற்கு மாகாணம்

கிழக்கு மாகாணம்

வைக்கு மாகாணம்

பதற்கு மாகாணம்

மத்தியமாகாணம்

ரமல் மாகாணம்

7                    7. 2                    7.4                    7.6                    7.8                    8                   8.2                    8.4  

7.9

7.9

8.3

7.5

7.9

8.2

8.3

7.6

7.6

7.9

கைம்: 
அறடயாளம் மை்றும் 
உ�ித்துடறம

• இலங்டகய� ் என்ற அடையாைத்தின் 

முக்கியத்துவம் மற்றும் அதடன 

உருவாக்குவதற்கான சாத்தியக்கூறுகை் 

குறித்து இலங்டகய�க்ை் உைன்பாடு (7.8) 

பகாண்டுை்ைன�.் இந்தக் கருத்துக்கை் 

ஆண்கை்  (7.9) மற்றும் பபண்கைிைம்  

(7.9) சமமாக காணப்படுவரதாடு 

சிறுபான்டமயின�ிைமும் 

வைக்கு மற்றும் கிழக்கு 

மாகாணங்கைில் உை்ைவ�க்ைிைமும்  

வலுவானடவயாகவுை்ைன. 

•  மக்கை் ஏடனய  சமூகக் குழுக்கடைக் 

காைட்ிலும் தங்கை் இனக்குழுடவச ்

ரச�ந்்த (24.7%) மற்றவ�க்ளுைன் மிகவும் 

வலுவாக அடையாைம் காண்கின்றன�.் 

7.4% ரப� ்தங்கை் பசாந்த பமாழிக் 

குழுடவச ்ரச�ந்்தவ�க்ளுைன் 

அடையாைம் காணப்பைட்ுை்ைன�.் 14.2% 

ரப� ்தங்கடை இலங்டகய�க்ை் என 

அடையாைப்படுத்திக் பகாண்ைன�.் 

பத்து ரப�ில் ஒருவ� ்தாங்கை் எந்தக் 

குழுடவயும் அடையாைம் காணவில்டல 

என்று கூறினா�,் மற்றவ�க்ை் மதத்தின் 

அடிப்படையில் (8%) மற்றும் ஏடழகளுைன் 

(8%) அடையாைம் காணப்பைை்தாகக் 

கூறின�.் 1.3% ஆரனா� ்மைட்ுரம தங்கடைப் 

ரபான்ற சாதியினருைன் அடையாைம் 

காணப்பைட்ுை்ைன�.் 

•  பபாருைாதா� நிடல (28.1%), இனம் (26.9%), 

மதம் (10.4%) மற்றும் பமாழி (8.4%) ஆகியன 

மக்கை் ஏடனய மக்கடைப் பாகுபடுத்தும் 

முக்கிய அடிப்படையாக மக்கை் 

கருதுகின்றன�.்

0.0 - கடுடமயாக உைன்பைவில்டல
2.5 - உைன்பைவில்டல
5.0 - உைன்பைரவா அல்லது மறுக்கரவா 

உரு V:இலங்டகய� ்என்ற அடையாைத்டத உருவாக்குவதற்கான முக்கித்துவம் 
பற்றிய உை்ளுண�வ்ு- ரதசிய மற்றும் மாகாண அைவு (ச�ாச�ிப்பபறுமானம்)

இல்டல
7.5 - உைன்படுதல்
10 - வலுவாக உைன்படுதல்
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ரதசிய�ீதியான

சப�கமுவ மாகாணம்

ஊவா மாகாணம்

வைமத்திய மாகாணம்

வைரமற்கு மாகாணம்

கிழக்கு மாகாணம்

வைக்கு மாகாணம்

பதற்கு மாகாணம்

மத்தியமாகாணம்

ரமல் மாகாணம்

0                     1    2                       3                        4                          5                6   

4.6

4.6

4.8

4.6

5.4

4.1

4.8

4.6

4.3

4.2

கைம்: 
தனிப்பட்ட, சமூக மை்றும் 
அ�சியல் நம்பிக்றக

• பபரும்பாலான இலங்டகய�க்ை் (64.3%) 

ஓ�ைவிற்கு ஒர� சுற்றுவைை்ா�த்தில்/

அருகில் வாழும் மக்கடை நம்புகிறா�க்ை்; 

13.3% ஆன இலங்டகய�க்ை் தங்கை் 

அயலவ�க்டை அதீதமாக  நம்புவதில்டல; 

மற்றும் 6.3% ஆரனாருக்குத் தங்கை் 

அயலவ�க்ை் மீது எந்தவிதமான 

நம்பிக்டகயும் இல்டல. 13.5% மற்றும் 2.5% 

மக்கை் முடறரய தங்கை் அயலவ�க்ை் மீது 

அதீத  நம்பிக்டகயும், பப�ிய அைவிலான 

நம்பிக்டகயும் பகாண்டுை்ைன� ்என்று 

கூறுகிறா�க்ை்.

• சமூக நம்பிக்டகடயப் ப�ிசீலிக்கும்ரபாது, 

இலங்டகயில் உை்ை மக்கை் 

தங்கைிைமிருந்து ரவறுபைை் சமூகக் 

குழுக்கடைச ்ரச�ந்்தவ�க்ை் (4.6) மீது 

அவநம்பிக்டக பகாண்டுை்ைன�.் 

புவியியல் �ீதியாக, பதற்கு (4.1), வை 

மத்திய (4.2), கிழக்கு (4.3), சப்�கமுவ 

(4.6), வைரமல் (4.6) மற்றும் ரமல் (4.6) 

மாகாணங்கைில் உை்ை மக்கை் மற்ற 

சமூகக் குழுக்கைின் உறுப்பின�க்டை 

மீது மிகவும் அவநம்பிக்டக 

பகாண்டுை்ைன�.் வை மாகாணத்தில் 

உை்ை மக்கை் ஏடனரயா�ில் (5.4) அதிக 

நம்பிக்டகபகாண்டுை்ைன� ். சிறுபான்டம 

இனக்குழுக்கை் (தமிழ�க்ளுக்கு 10 இற்கு 5 

மதிப்பபண்கை் மற்றும் முஸ்லிம்களுக்கு 

10 இற்கு 5.3 மதிப்பபண்கை்) மற்ற 

சமூகக் குழுக்கைின் மக்கை் மீது அதிக 

நம்பிக்டக பகாண்டுை்ை அரத சமயம் 

சிங்கைவ�க்ை் மற்ற சமூகக் குழுக்கைின் 

மக்கை் மீது (4.5) குடறவாக நம்பிக்டக 

உை்ைன�.் பால் நிடல அடிப்படையிலும்   

ரவறுபைை் சமூக குழுக்கடை சா�ந்்த 

மக்கைிடைரய நம்பிக்டகயற்ற தன்டமரய 

காணப்படுகின்றது (ஆண்கை் – 4.7 மற்றும் 

பபண்கை் – 4.5) 

• இலங்டகய�க்ளுக்கு (6.1) மிதமான 

அைவிலான அ�சியல் நம்பிக்டக 

அல்லது நிறுவனங்கைில் நம்பிக்டக 

டவத்துை்ைன�.் வைக்கு (5.1) மற்றும் கிழக்கு 

(5.3) மாகாணங்கைில் உை்ை மக்கை் மற்ற 

மாகாணங்கைில் உை்ை மக்கடை விை 

குடறவான அ�சியல் நம்பிக்டகடயக் 

பகாண்டுை்ைன�.் பதன் மாகாணத்தில் 

உை்ை மக்களும் (5.9) மற்றவ�க்டை விை 

குடறவான நம்பிக்டக பகாண்ைவ�க்ை்.

பைம் 6: நீதிக்கு மிகப்பப�ிய 
தடைகை் - ரதசிய அைவில், 
முதல் குறிப்பு (%)

0.0 - கடுடமயாக 
உைன்பைவில்டல
2.5 - உைன்பைவில்டல
5.0 - உைன்பைரவா அல்லது 
மறுக்கரவா இல்டல
7.5 - உைன்படுதல்
10 - வலுவாக உைன்படுதல்
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ரதசிய�ீதியான

முஸ்லிம்

தமிழ்

சிங்கைம்

6.2

5.0            5.2       5.4                 5.6          5.8                      6.1                6.2   

5.4

5.8

6.3

• ரதசிய அைவில், அடனவருக்கும் சம 

வாய்ப்புகை் உை்ைதா என்படதப் 

பற்றிய ரநாக்கில் மக்கை் பபரும்பாலும் 

நடுநிடலயாக ரவ (6.2) உை்ைன�.் ஊவா 

மாகாணம் (7) நாைட்ில் மக்களுக்கு சமமான 

வாய்ப்புகை் உண்டு என்ற உைன்பாைட்ின் 

பக்கம் சா�ப்ானரநாக்கிடனக் பகாண்ை 

வித்தியாசமான ஒர� ஒரு  மாகாணமாகும். 

• அடனத்துக் குழுக்களும் சமமான 

வாய்ப்டபப் பபறுதல் பதாை�ப்ாக 

இனக்குழுவின் அடிப்படையில், 

சிங்கைவ�க்ை் மிகவும் நடுநிடல 

(6.2) உைன்பாைட்ையும், அரத சமயம் 

முஸ்லிம்கை் (5.4) மற்றும் தமிழ�க்ை் (5.8) 

குடறந்த அைவிலான உைன்பாைட்ையும் 

பகாண்டுை்ைன�.் 

• சம வாய்ப்பு இருப்பதாக ஒப்புக்பகாண்ை 

நக�ப்்புற (6.1) மற்றும் கி�ாமப்புற 

சமூகங்களுைன் (6.2) ஒப்பிடும்ரபாது 

ரதாைை்த் துடறயில் உை்ைவ�க்ை் (5.9) 

வாய்ப்புகைின் சமத்துவத்டத சற்று 

குடறவாகரவ உண�க்ிறா�க்ை். 

• பால் நிடல அடிப்படையிலும் 

சமவாய்ப்புக்கை் பற்றி ஆண்கை்(6.2) 

மற்றும் பபண்கை்(6.2) இருபாலாரும் ஒத்த 

தன்டமயான நடுகிடல கருத்துக்கடைரய 

பகாண்டிருக்கின்றன�.்

0.0 - கடுடமயாக உைன்பைவில்டல
2.5 - உைன்பைவில்டல
5.0 - உைன்பைரவா அல்லது மறுக்கரவா இல்டல
7.5 - உைன்படுதல்
10 - வலுவாக உைன்படுதல்

பைம் vii: இனக்குழு மூலம் சம வாய்ப்பு (ச�ாச�ி)

கைம்: 
சம ோய்ப்பு



52 SRI LANKA BAROMETER

2.2

1.7
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2.8

5.6

1.8

2.6

2

0                1             2                           3                        4                     5                6   

• இலங்டகய�க்ைிடைரய பசயலில் உை்ை 

குடியு�ிடம 10 இற்கு 2.2 என்ற அைவில் 

உை்ைது, அங்கு பல� ்தங்களுக்கு 

வாய்ப்பு கிடைத்தால் பசய்ரவாம் 

ஆனால் ஒருரபாதும் வாய்ப்புக் 

கிடைக்கவில்டல என்றும் கூறுகிறா�க்ை்.

அரத ரபாலஆண்கை்(2.5) மற்றும் 

பபண்கை்(2) ஒத்த பி�திபலிப்டபரய 

பகாண்டிருக்கிறா�க்ை்.

• பதற்கு (1.8), வைமத்திய (1.8) மற்றும் 

சப்�கமுவ (1.7) மாகாணங்கைில் உை்ை 

மக்கை் குடியு�ிடம நைவடிக்டககைில் 

ஈடுபடுவதற்கான வாய்ப்புகை் குடறவு 

என்றும் கூறுகிறா�க்ை். வை மாகாணத்தில் 

உை்ை மக்கை் (5.6) ஏடனரயாருைன் 

ஒப்பிடுடகயில் மிகவும் இயக்கபூ�வ்மாக 

உை்ைன�.்

• சிங்கைவ�க்டை விை  (2) தமிழ�க்ை் (4) 

மற்றும் முஸ்லிம்கை் (2.8) குடியு�ிடம 

பங்ரகற்பில் ஈடுபைட்ிருக்கலாம் அல்லது 

ஈடுபைத் தயா�ாக உை்ைன�.் 

• மக்கை் மிதமான அைவிலான அ�சியல் 

பசயல்திறடனக் பகாண்டுை்ைன� ்(6.5), 

அடனத்து இன , 

பால்நிடல மற்றும் மதக் குழுக்கைிலும் 

ஒர� மாதி�ியான பா�ட்வகை் பதைிவாக 

உை்ைன.

0.0 - கடுடமயாக உைன்பைவில்டல
2.5 - உைன்பைவில்டல
5.0 - உைன்பைரவா அல்லது மறுக்கரவா இல்டல
7.5 - உைன்படுதல்
10 - வலுவாக உைன்படுதல்

உரு VIII :  ரதசிய மற்றும் மாகாண அைவில் பசயலிலுை்ை குடியு�ிடம

கைம்: 
தசயலிலுள்ள 
குடியு�ிறம

ரதசிய�ீதியான

சப�கமுவ மாகாணம்

ஊவா மாகாணம்

வைமத்திய மாகாணம்

வைரமற்கு மாகாணம்

கிழக்கு மாகாணம்

வைக்கு மாகாணம்

பதற்கு மாகாணம்

மத்தியமாகாணம்

ரமல் மாகாணம்
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•  இந்தக் கைமானது, ஆளுடகடய 

வடிவடமப்பதில் பங்குபபறும் 

மக்களுக்கு உை்ை வாய்ப்புகை், 

பன்முகத்தன்டமக்கு மதிப்பைிக்கும் 

அம்சங்கை் மற்றும் பபாருைாதா� 

மற்றும் அ�சியல் அதிகா�த்திற்கான 

அணுகல் ஆகியவற்டறக் கருதுகிறது. 

வைக்கு (7.6), ஊவா (7.6), மற்றும் கிழக்கு 

(7.4) மாகாணங்கடைச ்ரச�ந்்தவ�க்ை் 

மற்றவ�க்டை விை அதிகமாக 

ஒப்புக்பகாை்கிறா�க்ை். 

•  அடனத்து இலங்டகய�க்ைில் கிைை்த்தைை் 

அட�வாசிப் ரப� ்(43.3%) அடனத்து 

சமூகங்கடைச ்ரச�ந்்த அ�சியல் மற்றும் 

வணிக உய�டுக்குகைின் ஒரு சிறிய 

குழு அதிக பபாருைாதா� சக்திடயக் 

பகாண்டிருப்பதாக நம்புகிறா�க்ை், அரத 

ரந�த்தில் 33% ஆரனா� ்அத்தடகய சக்தி 

சிங்கை சமூகத்தில் (பபரும்பான்டம 

மற்றும் உய�டுக்குகை்) குவிந்துை்ைது என்று 

நிடனக்கிறா�க்ை். 23% ஆரனா� ்இந்த 

அதிகா�ம் முஸ்லிம் சமூகங்கடைச ்ரச�ந்்த 

உய�டுக்குகைின் ஒரு சிறிய குழுவில் 

இருப்பதாக நிடனக்கிறா�க்ை். 

•  இதற்கு ரந�ம்ாறாக, மூன்றில் இ�ண்டு 

பங்கு இலங்டகய�க்ை் சிங்கை சமூகம் 

(59.6% ஆன  சிங்கை பபரும்பான்டம 

மற்றும் 8.5% ஆன சிங்கை உய�டுக்கின் 

சிறிய குழு) அதிக அ�சியல் அதிகா�த்டதக் 

பகாண்டிருப்பதாக நம்புகின்றன�.் 30.1% 

ஆரனா� ்இந்த அதிகா�ம் அடனத்து 

சமூகங்கடைச ்ரச�ந்்த அ�சியல் 

மற்றும் வணிக உய�டுக்குகைின் ஒரு 

சிறிய குழுவிற்குை் குவிந்துை்ைது என்று 

நிடனக்கிறா�க்ை்.

உரு IX:  யா� ்பபாருைாதா� மற்றும் அ�சியல் சக்திடய அதிகமாக பகாண்டுை்ைன�-் ரதசிய அைவில் (%)

கைம்: 
தபாறுப்பான 
நி�ே்ாகம்
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அடனத்து 
சமுதாயங்கடையும் 

சா�ந்்த  அ�சியல் 
மற்றும்  வணிக 

உய�டுக்குகைிலுை்ை 
சிறிய குழு

முஸ்லிம் 
சமுதாயத்டத 

சா�ந்்த 
உய�டுக்குகைிலுை்ை 

சிறுகுழுக்கை்

சிங்கை  
சமுதாயத்டத 

சா�ந்்த 
உய�டுக்குகைிலுை்ை 

சிறுகுழுக்கை்

தமிழ்  சமுதாயத்டத 
சா�ந்்த 

உய�டுக்குகைிலுை்ை 
சிறுகுழுக்கை்

சிங்கைப் 
பபரும்பான்டம
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பபாருைாதா� சக்தி அ�சியல் சக்தி 
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•  சா�ப்ு குடும்ப நலன் பற்றிய கருத்து 

10 இல் 7.5 மதிப்பபண்ணாக உை்ைது, 

இது மற்ற குடும்பங்கடை விை மக்கை் 

தங்கை் நல்வாழ்வு ஓ�ைவு சிறப்பாக 

இருப்பதாக உணருவடதக் குறிக்கிறது. 

மாகாண �ீதியாக, பபரும்பாலான 

மாகாணங்கைில் உை்ை மக்கை் நாைட்ின் 

மற்ற குடும்பங்கடை விை ஒப்பீைை்ைவில் 

சிறப்பாக இருப்பதாகக் குறிப்பிடுகின்றன�.் 

கிழக்கு (5.8), வைக்கு (6.1) மற்றும் வை 

மத்திய (6.6) மாகாணங்கைில் ரமாதலால் 

ரந�டியாகப் பாதிக்கப்பைை்வ�க்ை், 

மற்ற குடும்பங்களுைன் ஒப்பிடும் ரபாது, 

தங்கை் குடும்பங்கை் அரத அைவிலான 

நல்வாழ்வில் இருப்பதாக உண�க்ிறா�க்ை். 

முஸ்லிம்கை் (6.8) மற்றும் தமிழ�க்ை் 

(6.2) தங்களுடைய உறவின� ்நலம் 

சிங்கைவ�க்டை விை (7.7) குடறவாக 

இருப்பதாக உண�க்ிறா�க்ை். 

•  வாழ்ந்த-வறுடமக் குறிகாைட்ி ப�ந்த 

அைவிலான அடிப்படைத் ரதடவகளுக்குக் 

கூை அணுகல் இல்லாது பல� ்வாழ்ந்து 

மடிந்துவிைை்ா�க்ை் என்பது பற்றிய 

உண�ட்வக் காைட்ுகின்றது, இது  1.4 

மதிப்பபண்(ஒருரபாதும் அல்லது 

இ�ண்டு முடற) ஆகும். மாகாணத்தின் 

அடிப்படையில், வைக்கு (2), பதற்கு 

(1.8) , ஊவா (1.7) மற்றும் மத்திய (q.6) 

மாகாணங்கை் ரதசிய ச�ாச�ிடய விை 

மதிப்பபண்கடைக் பகாண்டுை்ைன. 

பால்நிடல அடிப்படையில் ஆண்கை் 

(1.4) பபண்கை் இருபாலாரும்(1.3) ஒத்த 

தன்டமயான மதிப்பபண்கடைக் 

பகாண்டுை்ைன�.் 

கைம்: 
பாதுகாப்பு மை்றும் 
நல்ோழ்வு

8.5
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7.1
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உரு X:  உரு  : இனக்குழு அடிப்டையில் தனிப்பைை் மற்றும் சமூகம் சா� ்பாதுகாப்பு

0.0 - கடுடமயாக உைன்பைவில்டல
2.5 - உைன்பைவில்டல

5.0 - உைன்பைரவா அல்லது மறுக்கரவா இல்டல
7.5 - உைன்படுதல்
10 - வலுவாக உைன்படுதல்

சமூகப் பாதுகாப்பு
தனிப்பைை் பாதுகாப்பு

ரதசிய�ீதியான

முஸ்லிம்

தமிழ்

சிங்கைம்
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• ரபாதுமான வருமானம் ஈைை் இயலாடம 

(26.4%), அதிக வாழ்க்டகச ்பசலவு/

பபாருைாதா�ப் பி�சச்ிடனகை் (16.4%), 

மற்றும் பகாவிை-்19 பதாற்றுரநாய் 

மற்றும் அதன் தாக்கங்கை் (8.8%) ஆகியன 

குடும்ப நல்வாழ்வுக்கு மிகப்பப�ிய 

அசச்ுறுத்தலாகும். 

•  ரதசிய அைவில், அடிப்படைச ்

ரசடவகளுக்கான அணுகல் ஓ�ைவு 

எைிதானது என மதிப்பிைப்பைை்து (6.4). 

அடிப்படை ரசடவகடை எைிதாக 

அணுகுவதில் எதி�ப்ா�த்்தபடி ரமல் 

மாகாணம் முன்னணியில் உை்ைது மற்றும் 

ரதசிய ச�ாச�ிடய விை அதிகமாக 

உை்ைது, எந்த மாகாணமும் அடிப்படை 

ரசடவகளுக்கான அணுகடல மிகவும் 

கடினமானதாகரவா அல்லது மிகவும் 

எைிதானதாகரவா மதிப்பிடுவதில்டல. 

• துடணச ்ரசடவகளுக்கான அணுகல் 

ரதசிய மைை்த்தில் மிகவும் கடினமாகக் 

கருதப்படுவதுைன் (5.3) மற்றும் 

பபரும்பாலான மாகாணங்கைில் 

உை்ை மக்கை் இது ஓ�ைவு கடினமானது 

என்று சுைட்ிக்காைட்ின�,் அரத சமயம் 

வை மாகாணத்தில் உை்ைவ�க்ை் அது 

கடினமானது (4.1) எனக் குறிப்பிைை்ன�.்  

•  ரதசிய அைவில் (7.7) மக்கை் தங்கை் 

ரதடவகளுக்கு அ�சு ஓ�ைவு பதிலைிக்கும் 

வடகயில் இருப்பதாக உண�க்ிறா�க்ை். 

மாகாண �ீதியில், கிழக்கு (8.5), வைக்கு (8.1) 

மற்றும் பதன் (8) மாகாணங்கை், ரதசிய 

ச�ாச�ிடய விை மாகாண அதிகா�ிகடை 

ஓ�ைவுக்கு பதிலைிக்கக்கூடியவ�க்ைாக 

மதிப்பிடுகின்றன�.் பால்நிடல 

அடிப்படையில் ஆண்கை் (1.4) 

பபண்கை் இருபாலாரும் அ�சு ஓ�ைவு 

பதிலைிக்கும் வடகயில் இருப்பதாக 

கருத்துட�க்கிறா�க்ை். 

• ரதசிய அைவில்  பால்நிடல அடிப்படையில் 

கருத்தில் ரவறுபாடுகை் எடவயும் இன்றி 

மக்கை் நடுநிடலயாக உை்ைா�க்ை்தனிநப� ்

பாதுகாப்பு பதாை�ப்ில் மக்கைிைம் 

வினாவிய ரபாது மக்கை் நடுநிடல (6.6) 

யாக உை்ைா�க்ை். வை (5) மற்றும் வை 

மத்திய (5.5) மாகாண மக்கை் நடுநிடலயின் 

கீழ் மைை்த்தில் உை்ைன�.் தமிழ�க்ை் (5.9) 

மற்றும் சிங்கைவ�க்ை் (6.6) முஸ்லிம்கடை 

விை (7.1) நடுநிடல வகிக்கின்றன�.் 

•   சமூகப் பாதுகாப்டபப் பபாறுத்தவட�, 

ரதசிய அைவில் (8.5) மக்கைின் ரநாக்குகை் 

ஓ�ைவு பாதுகாப்பானதாகவும் மிகவும் 

பாதுகாப்பாகவும் உண�ப்படுகின்றன. 

மாகாண �ீதியாக, வை (5.2) மற்றும் கிழக்கு 

(6.2) மாகாணங்கைில் உை்ை மக்கை் மிகக் 

குடறவான பாதுகாப்டப உண�க்ிறா�க்ை். 

சிங்கைவ�க்ளும் (8.9) முஸ்லிம்களும் 

(7.6) தமிழ�க்டை விை (6.1) சமூகப் 

பாதுகாப்பில் உய�ந்்த நிடல இருப்பதாகக் 

கூறுகின்றன�.்

கைம்: 
பாதுகாப்பு மை்றும் 
நல்ோழ்வு
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முன்வனாக்கு

இறுதியாக, இந்த அறிக்டக மற்றும் முழு 

பர�ாமீைை்� ்(Barometer)   முயற்சியும் இந்த 

ப�ப்பபல்டலயில் ரமலும் பணிகடை 

ரமற்பகாை்வதற்கு ஆ�ாய்சச்ியாை�க்ைால் 

ப�ிசீலிக்கக்கூடிய ஆ�ாய்சச்ி 

இடைபவைிகடை பவைிப்படுத்துகிறது.

அடிப்படை ஆய்வு பசயற்படுத்தப்பைை்வுைன், 

பர�ாமீைை்� ்பசயலகமானது  

மூன்றாண்டுகால தயா�ப்்படுத்தலின் 

பிற்பாடு பின்வரும்  டமல்கற்கடை 

அடைந்துை்ைது. அடிப்படை ஆய்வு 

பசயற்படுத்தப்பைை்வுைன், பர�ாமீைை்� ்

பசயலகமானது  மூன்றாண்டுகால 

தயா�ப்்படுத்தல், கருத்துருவாக்கம், 

முதற்சுற்று  ஆய்வு நைாத்தல் மற்றும் 

பகுப்பாய்வு அடிப்படையில்  பின்வரும்   

டமல்கற்கடை அடைந்துை்ைது. அரத ரவடை 

இந்த  முன்ரனாைை்மானது  வ�விருக்கும் 

ஆண்டுகளுக்காக திைை்மிைப்பைட்ிருக்கும்  

வழிகாைட்ி வட�பிற்கான முதற்படிரய ஆகும். 

சில  பி�தான பசயற்பாடுகை் பின்வருமாறு 

திைை்மிைப்பைட்ுை்ைன. 

ஆய்வின் இ�ண்ைாம் சுற்றானது  ஆய்வு 

வினாக்பகாத்து  தயா�ிப்பு, முன்னாய்வு,  

மற்றும் த�வு ரசக�ிப்பு ஆகியவற்டற 

உை்ைைக்கியதாக 2021 ஆம் ஆண்டு  ஆனி 

மாதம் ஆ�ம்பிக்கப்பைை்து. இசச்ுற்றின்  

கண்டுபிடிப்புகைானடவ முதற் சுற்றின் 

ஒப்பீைட்ு பகுப்பாய்டவ உை்ைைக்கியதாக 2022 

ஆம் ஆண்டு ஆனி மாதம் பூ�த்்தியாக்கப்படும். 

பர�ாமீைை்� ்கைங்கைான நம்பிக்டக, 

அடையாைம் மற்றும் பசயற்படும் 

குடியு�ிடம என்பவற்றுைன்  பதாை�ப்ுபைை் 

ஆறு கருப்பபாருை் கற்டககை் 2022 ஆம் 

ஆண்டின் முதலாவது காலாண்டுப்பகுதியின்  

ரந�காலத்தில்  முன்ரனாைை்ம் இைப்படும்.

இதற்கு சமாந்த�மாக  பர�ாமீைை்� ்முயற்சிக்கு 

விம�ச்னப்பா�ட்வடய ரச�ப்்பரதாடு 

சிந்தடனடய தூண்டும் அபிப்பி�ாயங்கடை  

நல்லிணக்கம் மற்றும் சமூக ஒருங்கிடணவின் 

மீதான கருத்துட�யில்  முன்டவக்கும்  4 

எண்ணக்கருக்கை் பவைியிைப்படும்.

பர�ாமீைை்� ்இடணயத்தைமானது 

பர�ாமீைை்�ால்  தயா�ிக்கப்பைை்  

மூன்று பமாழிமூல  ஆவணங்கை் 

அடனத்டதம்  உை்ைைக்கியதாக 2022ம் 

ஆண்டின் முன்பகுதியில்   முனரனாைை்ம் 

பசய்யப்படும். இடணயத்தைமானது 

முதற் சுற்றில்  பபறப்பைை் த�வுகடை  

பகாண்டு பயன�க்ை் குறிப்பிைை் 

பகுப்பாய்வுகடை நைாத்த இயலுமான  

த�வுப்பகுப்பாய்வு பமன்பபாருடை 

பகாண்டிருக்கும் .இடணயத்தைமானது 

நல்லிணக்கத்தின் மீதான துடிப்புைன் கூடிய  

பபாதுக்கருத்தட�டய ஊக்குவிக்க உதவி 

பசய்யும் சமூக ஊைகத்துைன் இடணந்ததாக ,  

கி�மாமாக புதுப்பிக்கப்படும்.

பர�ாமீைை்� ்மூலம் பபறப்பைை் 

ஆதா�ங்கைானது முக்கியமான  

அ�சியல் மற்றும் நி�வ்ாக பங்குதா��க்ை்,   

குடிமக்கை் மற்றும் உை்ளூ�ின் தீ�ம்ானம் 

ரமற்பகாை்ரவா�ின் ரந�ம்ுக கருத்தாைல்கை் 

என்பவற்டற உை்ைைக்கியதாக 

பபாதுக்கருத்துட�யில் உை்வாங்கப்படும். 

ரமலதிகமாக , பர�ாமீைை்� ்உருவாக்கத்தில் 

ஆரலாசடனக்கு அணுகப்பைை் 

சமூகங்கைிைம், பர�ாமீைை்� ்ஆய்வின் 

கண்டுடிப்புகடை பகிரும் அம�வ்ுகை் 

உை்ைைங்கலாக அடிமைை்நிடல 

ஆரலாசடனகை் பசய்யப்படும்.
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நிறுவன �ீதியாக பர�ாமீைை்� ் 

கூைட்ுசச்ங்கமானது  , அண்மித்த 

எதி�க்ாலத்தில்  இலங்டக திறந்த 

பல்கடலக்கழகத்தின் பங்காண்டமடய 

உை்ைைக்கியதாக   பதாை�ந்்து 

ஆண்டு�ீதியான பர�ாமீைை்ட� தயா�ிக்கும். 

இறுதியாக இலங்டக  பர�ாமீைை்� ்

கூைட்ுசச்ங்கமானது பர�ாமீைை்� ்

பசயற்பாைட்ை முன்பனடுத்துசப்சல்லத்தக்க   

அ�ச நிறுவனங்கை்,  பல்கடலக்கழகங்கை்     

மற்றும் சிந்தடனக்குழுக்கடை உை்ைைக்கிய 

புதிய அங்கத்தவ�க்டை உை்வாங்கி 

விஸ்தீ�ிக்கப்படும்.

இலங்டக பர�ாமீை�ானது இன்னமும் 

பசயற்பாைட்ு நிடலயிரலரய உை்ைது.ரமலும் 

ஆதா�ங்கைின் அடிப்படையானது பல 

சுற்று ஆய்வுகை் கருப்பபாருை் கற்டககை்  

மற்றும் கலந்துட�யாைல் ஆவணங்களுைன் 

வை�ந்்து வருவதால்  காலப்ரகாக்கில் 

ஏற்படும் குடிமக்கைின்  எண்ணங்கை்  

மற்றும் அபிலாடஷகடை  சிறப்பாக பு�ிந்து 

பகாை்வதன் பபாருைட்ு ரமலதிக  பகுப்பாய்வு 

மற்றும் ஆ�ாய்சச்ி என்பன பசய்யப்பை 

ரவண்டும்.

இலங்டக பர�ாமீைை்� ்மூலம் வசதிப்படுத்த 

முயற்சிப்படுத்தப்படும் மக்கைின் 

கு�ல்கை் மற்றும் பத�ிவுகடை  பு�ிந்து 

பகாை்வதானது. ரதசிய மற்றும் உை்ளூ� ்

மைை்த்திலுை்ை தீ�ம்ானம் ரமற்பகாை்ரவா�,் , 

ஆ�ாய்சியாை�க்ை் மற்றும் இலங்டகயிலுை்ை  

பசயற்பாைை்ாை�க்ளுக்கு நல்லிணக்கமான 

மற்றும் ஒருங்கிடணவுைன் கூடிய சமூகத்டத 

ரநாக்கி பசல்வதற்கு மிகவும் முக்கியத்துவம் 

வாய்ந்ததாகவுை்ைது.
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1.1. Historical overview 

The Sri Lankan civil war ended in 2009 after de-
cades of violence and destruction. Over a period 
of twenty-six years, the conflict between the 
state and the separatist Liberation Tigers of Tamil 
Eelam (LTTE) movement resulted in widespread 
displacements, human rights abuses, disappear-
ances, and the loss of thousands of lives (Loner-
gan 2017). Despite promises of national peace 
and prosperity, the country is still deeply divided, 
and many communities remain affected.  

Sri Lanka has a long history of conflict between 
the majority Sinhala and minority Tamil ethnic 
groups. Tamils were favoured in economic and 
social life under British colonial rule, including in 
appointments to the civil and judicial services. 
When the country gained its independence in 
1948, members of the Sinhala majority sought 
to rectify this imbalance and reassert their own 
rights and privileges. In the years that followed, 
Sri Lanka cemented its national identity as a 
majoritarian, Sinhala Buddhist state. The 1972 
Constitution guaranteed the protection of the 
Buddha Sasana, which minority groups decried 
as a threat to both state secularity and a culture 
of religious pluralism (Vanniasinkam et al. 2018). 
Despite attempts by political leaders to broker 
a lasting peace, violent clashes broke out and 
brought about the rise of the LTTE. These cul-
minated in the 1983 riots – known as Black July 
– and the launch of a pogrom targeting ethnic 
Tamils. The fighting between the forces and the 
LTTE was largely in the North and East of the 
country with intermittent violent incidents in 
other parts of the country, including the capital 
city. Personnel for the armed forces was recruited 

from other parts of the country resulting in war 
related impacts being felt across the provinces to 
varied degrees.    

After the end of the war, Sri Lankan society 
continues to be shaped by ethnic and religious 
tensions, prevailing socio-economic inequalities, 
and the lasting influence of its historical strug-
gles. As these prevail the country and its people 
are also faced with new challenges. Both religion 
and ethnicity remain factors for renewed vio-
lence. Nationalist extremist Buddhist groups have 
formed in the post-war period, and the minority 
Muslim, Christian and Hindu communities have 
been the targets of hate speech, rioting and 
attacks on places of worship (Lonergan 2017; 
Vanniasinkam et al. 2018; Herath 2019). Significant 
challenges remain in addressing the legacy of the 
past and preventing any further violence. 

1.2. Prospects for reconciliation 

Internationally, truth-telling and reconciliation 
processes have supported peaceful transitions 
in post-war societies and assisted in transform-
ing group identities formed during conflict into 
ones defined during times of peace. Both theory 
and practice from elsewhere demonstrate that 
effective reconciliation processes depend on 
structural and institutional changes, through 
which the root causes of conflict are identified 
and addressed, cycles of violence are broken, and 
further conflict is prevented. These also require 
a combination of both top-down and bottom-up 
approaches that take into local cultures and 
contexts and foster community ownership (The 
Peacebuilding Initiative 2007-2008; Herath 2019; 
Lonergan 2017). 

1. Introducing the Sri Lanka Barometer
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Since the civil war ended, Sri Lanka has estab-
lished a number of dedicated institutions that aim 
to promote lasting peace and advance national 
reconciliation. As shown in Box 1, these initiatives 
range from the launch of the Lessons Learnt and 
Reconciliation Commission (LLRC) in 2010 to 
investigations of past injustices and violations, 
eliciting and documenting public testimonials, 
and outlawing enforced disappearances.

However, despite these institutional interven-
tions, many of the conditions that gave rise 

1 .On April 21, 2019 a series of suicide bombings by Muslim extremists, targeting three churches and five hotels, killed at least 
269 people in three districts. As a consequence, Muslims across the country became targets of violence and hate. "https://
www.usip.org/publications/2021/04/two-years-after-easter-attacks-sri-lankas-muslims-face-backlash"

to the war still remain (Wakkumbura and Wi-
jegoonawardana 2017) and the reconciliatory 
agenda envisaged in UNHCR Resolution 30/1, the 
national policy framework and other supporting 
plans, has not yet been fully realised. Momentum 
in pursuing national reconciliation appears to 
have dwindled with successive changes in gov-
ernment, and in the face of events such as the 
2019 Easter terror attacks1 and the onset of the 
Covid-19 pandemic. Work is still needed to ensure 
better-functioning institutions that support im-
proved relationships between citizens (ICG 2011; 

Box 1: National and international reconciliation instruments and institutions

Lessons Learnt and Reconciliation Commission: The Lessons Learnt and Reconciliation Commission (LLRC) was 
established in 2010 as one of the key national institutions responsible for investigating the underlying causes of the Sri 
Lankan civil war.

Office of National Unity and Reconciliation: The Office of National Unity and Reconciliation (ONUR) was set up in 2015 
and tasked with the development of a national reconciliation policy.

UN Human Rights Council Resolution 30/1: On 1 October 2015, the United Nations Human Rights Council (UNHRC) 
adopted Resolution 30/1 on “Promoting reconciliation, accountability and human rights in Sri Lanka”.

Peacebuilding Priority Plan: In 2016, the government launched the Peacebuilding Priority Plan outlining four main 
pillars of interventions by state and non-state entities:  transitional justice; reconciliation; good governance; and resettle-
ment and durable solutions.

Consultation Task Force: In 2016, the Consultation Task Force (CTF) began hearing public testimonies from thousands 
of citizens about their experiences during the civil war in 2016. 

Convention for the Protection of All Persons from Enforced Disappearances: Sri Lanka signed the International Con-
vention for the Protection of All Persons from Enforced Disappearance (ICPPED) in December 2015 and ratified it in May 
2016. The Government gazetted the International Convention for the Protection of All Persons from Enforced Disappear-
ance Bill in February 2017 (CPA 2017) and outlawed enforced disappearances by Act No. 5 of Parliament in March 2018. 

National Policy for Reconciliation and Coexistence: The policy was approved in 2018 leading to the establishment of 
the Office of Missing Persons.

Offices of Missing Persons and Reparations: The Offices of Missing Persons and Reparations were both established in 
2018. 

Commissions of Inquiry: Several commissions of inquiry have also been appointed to investigate [past] injustices and 
violations, in response to calls for accountability.  

Diyawanna Declaration: Launched by the Parliamentary Select Committee for National and Religious Harmony in 2019.

Sources: Lonergan 2017; UNHRC 2015; Office on Missing Persons online; Unauthored 2018 
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Lonergan 2017).

1.3. Our Voices, Our Choices: 
Tracking public perceptions 
on reconciliation

As evidenced by the many institutions and poli-
cies described in the previous section, reconcilia-
tion has been the subject of national dialogue in 
Sri Lanka for more than a decade (Lonergan 2017; 
Herath 2019). However, while government and 
civil society-led initiatives have been launched, 
implemented, and assessed, efforts to measure 
public opinion on this critical national process 
have been limited.2 This is despite recurring calls 
for active consultations that place Sri Lankan 
citizens at the centre of the reconciliation pro-
cess (see Box 2), culminating with the recommen-
dations contained in the Diyawanna Declaration. 
Launched by the Parliamentary Select Committee 
for National and Religious Harmony in 2019, the 

2. As conceptualised in the Strengthening Reconciliation Processes in Sri Lanka Project documentation and in its work with its 
related ministry over the course of the project lifespan.
3. See https://www.parliament.lk/en/committee-news/view/1701 for information on the launch of the Declaration. The availability of 
information on the Declaration and its implementation is limited, particularly after the change of government in 2019 and 2020. 

Declaration called for regular perception surveys 
and recommended that these be used to shape 
the direction of state-led reconciliation efforts.3 

The Sri Lanka Barometer comes at a critical time 
in the country’s journey to national reconciliation 
and aims to fill an important gap in understanding 
people’s experiences in the post-war period, their 
perceptions about progress made to date and 
their expectations about the work that remains. 
This purpose is signified in the selection of the 
name, “Our Voices, Our Choices”. 

The Barometer is an initiative of the Strengthen-
ing Reconciliation Processes (SRP) programme, 
which began in November 2017 and supports the 
Sri Lankan government as well as non-govern-
mental and grassroots organisations and move-
ments, in seven areas critical to the reconciliation 
process. The SRP is jointly funded by the Europe-
an Union and the German Federal Foreign Of-
fice; and implemented by the German Technical 
Cooperation (GIZ) and the British Council in Sri 

Box 2: Mandates for citizen consultation and inclusion in reconciliation

2011:  The concluding report of Sri Lanka’s Lessons Learnt and Reconciliation Commission (LLRC) is made public, highlighting 
that “A culture of respect for human rights and human diversity needs to be developed creating an environment where each 
citizen becomes an active participant in society and feels a sense of belonging, of being Sri Lankan.” (para 8.137, p. 288). 

2017: The report of the Consultation Task Force on Reconciliation Mechanisms (CTF) is released, noting that “In the 
context of healing, the act of telling, for all sides of a conflict, is an important step in the process of reconciliation, building 
understanding and empathy for the other and non-recurrence of violence. Many personal ‘truths’ exist and they need to 
be shared.” (p. 80). The CTF received over 7,000 submissions from citizens through public meetings, focus groups, and 
written submissions. 

2019: The Diyawanna Declaration by the Parliamentary Select Committee for National and Religious Harmony identifies the 
importance of reconciliation initiatives being informed by public perceptions on a regular basis. The Declaration states that “A 
comprehensive island-wide survey to gauge public perceptions and expectations on national unity and reconciliation while 
reviewing new developments must be conducted with the support of the relevant line ministries…” and that future proceed-
ings of the Parliamentary Select Committee are organised on the basis of the survey results. (Recommendation X)

Sources: de Silva 2011; Muttetuwegama et. al 2017; unauthored 2019, Parliamentary Series No. 58
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Lanka, in partnership with the Ministry of Justice. 

The Barometer comprises four key components:

1. An annual, island-wide public opinion 
survey that provides a holistic, time-bound 
view of people’s experiences of reconciliation, 
perceptions on the progress made thus far, 
and their identification of persistent obsta-
cles and impediments to its achievement. 
This report presents the findings of the first 
round of the survey, which is the baseline sur-
vey that will be compared in later years with 
subsequent rounds conducted over time.  

2. Thematic studies using largely qualitative 
methodologies to explore issues related 
to reconciliation in more depth, building on 
the survey’s conceptualisation and results. 
To date, six studies have been undertaken in 
partnership with local researchers and are at 
various stages of completion. These studies 
focus on topics such as: the Easter Sunday 
terrorist attacks in April 2019 and the retal-
iatory violence against Muslims; exploring 
trust amongst identity groups and political 
institutions; livelihoods amongst displaced 
Muslim women who returned to the Northern 
Province; youth discourses on reconciliation; 
and exploring the views of Buddhist monks in 
post-conflict reconciliation.  

3. A set of discussion papers and concept 
notes on reconciliation and related issues to 
broaden the understanding of key concepts 
and to define approaches further. The discus-
sion papers focus on the eight domains and 
issues related to memory and history, grief of 
loved ones, bystander behaviour and non-in-
tervention, and transitional justice.4  
 

4. Please see Barometer website www.thebarometer.lk.
5. https://www.cepa.lk/ 
6. https://www.ijr.org.za/

 

4. A programmatic outreach component based 
on the data and evidence generated, using dia-
logue and communication events and activities 
to inform public discourse on reconciliation. 
These are conducted in all three languages and 
at all levels of society, including broad public 
consultations and specific initiatives targeting 
media and other stakeholders such as govern-
ment officials, academics, and practitioners.

The Barometer is implemented through a Consor-
tium that seeks to generate evidence on citizens’ 
understanding and expectations about reconcilia-
tion and social cohesion to inform public discourse. 

Together with SRP, the Consortium currently includes 
the Centre for Poverty Analysis (CEPA) in Sri Lanka5; 
and the South African Institute for Justice and Rec-
onciliation (IJR).6 Discussions are underway to include 
the Open University of Sri Lanka (OUSL) in the next 
phase of the Barometer, starting from 2022. 

1.4. Conceptualising the Sri Lanka 
Barometer  

As a starting point for conceptualising the Sri 
Lanka Barometer, a series of Community Consul-
tations was held across the country in mid-2019. 
These Consultations showed that perceptions and 
experiences of reconciliation are diverse, dynamic, 
and very personal. A total of 14 sessions were held 
across all the provinces, covering 10 districts, and 
involving 243 participants. The results were used 
in conceptualising the eight domains of reconcilia-
tion, some of which are measured through indica-
tors in the survey (see section 1.5) and informed 
the design of the research questions. A selection 
of quotes from these Consultations are also in-
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cluded in each of the domain analysis sections.  

 
Once identified, papers were commissioned on 
each of the eight domains of reconciliation, which 
provided overviews of the key concepts and 
debates and analysed these in relation to the Sri 
Lankan context.7 Researchers and other experts 
working in the areas of reconciliation and social 
cohesion were also consulted. Their inputs, to-
gether with the domain papers, were used as the 
basis for the survey’s conceptual framework.  
 
Experts from the IJR in South Africa also provid-
ed technical support and guidance during the 
conceptualisation phase and the first round of 
the survey. The IJR has conducted the South 
African Reconciliation Barometer for the past 
two decades and the Barometer draws from this 
experience. 

1.5. Eight domains of reconciliation  

Reconciliation is a complex and multi-facet-
ed concept that differs according to context 
and encompasses a wide range of experiences 
and perceptions (Herath 2019; SRP Community 
Consultations 2019) As such, no single definition 
is possible. Using the results of the Community 
Consultations, domain papers and expert inputs 
described in Section 1.4, the Sri Lanka Barome-
ter was developed based on eight conceptual 
domains of reconciliation, as illustrated in Figure 
1. The domains, together with their intended out-
comes and the indicators used in the survey, are 
detailed in Table 1.

7. These papers are available on the Barometer website www.thebarometer.lk

Figure 1: Eight domains of reconciliation in Sri Lanka in the 
Barometer
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Table 1: Reconciliation domains, outcomes, and indicators

Domain Realising the domain Survey indicators for questions 

1. Dealing with 
the past

All Sri Lankans, regardless of identity group: 

●	Have the opportunities and freedoms to remem-
ber, memorialise and mourn the past and the lives 
lost during the war. 

●		Have access to psychosocial support services 
and alternative ways of healing.

●	Have the opportunity to receive information about 
the past and to learn from history – with multiple 
narratives being respected. 

●	Have the opportunity to share their truths of how 
they experience the armed conflict, in a context 
which acknowledges that there are multiple truths. 

●	Importance of dealing with the past 
related to the armed conflict  

●	Recognition of past injustices

●●	Memorialisation 

●●	Barriers to dealing with the past
● Providing reparations 

2. Justice for all ●	Communities devastated by armed conflict are 
restored and justice for war-related injustices is 
delivered. 

●	Victims have adequate access to fair reparations: 
property losses are recognised and compensated; 
land is returned to its rightful owners; and loss of 
income is compensated. 

●	People whose loved ones disappeared [or went 
missing] learn the truth about what happened to 
them and are supported in coming to terms with 
their losses. 

●	Justification/non-justification of the use 
of violence against civilians 

●		Barriers to justice

3. Identity and 
belonging

●	Recognition that members of all social groups 
have needs and aspirations. 

●	Feelings of Sri Lankan identity despite differences 
related to social groups. 

●	No people or groups feel that they are 
    “second-class” citizens. 

●	People have the freedom to embrace their own 
    identities, and these are accepted and respected 

with dignity, despite differences.

●	Sri Lankan identity 

●	Groups you identify with strongly 

●	What prevents talking to or associating 
with people of different ethnic groups/
religious group?

4. Interpersonal, 
social, and 
political trust

●	People trust democratic processes and insti-
tutions to meet their needs and function in an 
unbiased manner. 

●		Being part of a safe, peaceful and just society  
  regardless of belonging to a particular social group.

●		People trust each other irrespective of group 
  affiliation or identity. 

●	Interpersonal trust  

●	Social trust  

●	Political trust
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5. Equality of 
opportunity

●	Equal access to opportunities (financial, econom-
ic, social, cultural, educational, natural resources) 
irrespective of group affiliation or identity.

●	Shared belief that all Sri Lankans have the right to 
equal opportunities and to enjoy their achievements. 

●	All people are able to obtain services in their own 
language and regional disparities in service provi-
sion diminish. 

●		Equality of opportunity

6. Active  
citizenship

●	Willingness and the space to contribute to posi-
tive change in the country. 

●	Equal opportunities for civic engagement. 

●		Active citizenship (awareness and willing-
ness to engage in civic action)

●	Political efficacy (ability and confidence 
to engage with social and political issues)

7. Accountable 
governance

●	Governance systems and institutions work for all 
communities irrespective of group affiliation or 
identity.

●	Power imbalances in favour of political, social, or 
economic elites have been corrected. 

●	Ethno-religious dominance has been eliminated 
through measures to counter these forces and 
effects and ensure accountability. 

●	People of all social groups can be heard by the 
government and by each other. 

●	All social groups are equally represented in decision 
making and have the same opportunities for partici-
pation in public bodies. 

●	Systems are transparent and accountable (to citizens 
and international commitments).

●	Systems are in place to address and actively pros-
ecute bribery and corruption. 

●	Respect for others

●	Who has most economic and political 
powers

8. Security and 
wellbeing

●	All Sri Lankans live free from violence and feel safe 
and secure. Men, women, and children are able to 
live without fear. 

●	Media and human rights defenders are free from 
fear and able to engage in their work. 

●	Freedom of speech prevails. 

●	Basic needs are fulfilled, including adequate nutrition, 
sanitation, and quality health and education services. 

●		Personal freedoms 

●		Personal and community safety 

●		Access to basic services 

●		Access to auxiliary services 

●	 State responsiveness to needs

●	 Household relative wellbeing 

●	 Lived poverty index

●	 Threats to household wellbeing 

●	 Basis for discrimination 
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This section details the survey methodology, 
sampling, and data analysis approaches used in 
Round One of the Barometer Survey. 

2.1. Survey methodology

The Barometer Survey used a quantitative meth-
odology and opinion data was collected through 
one-on-one interviews using a structured ques-
tionnaire as the research instrument. 

2.1.1. Developing a baseline

The first round of the survey serves as baseline 
for the Barometer. It presents data and analysis 
and will be used as a fixed point of reference that 
will be used for comparison with future rounds of 
the survey. People’s perceptions are measured at 
one point in time, which is the baseline number 
for each of the measures identified. The base-
line serves as the starting point against which all 
future results will be compared against. 

2.1.2. Survey questionnaire

The Barometer Survey questionnaire was de-
veloped using the conceptual framework, eight 
reconciliation domains and the key indicators 
identified (see Table 1). The survey uses the 
following types of close-ended questions to test 
each of the reconciliation domains:

•	 Five-point Likert scales, in which people rate 
the strength of their opinion (such as agree-
ment/disagreement, ease/difficulty etc.);

•	 Multiple response items; 
•	 Selected open-ended survey items which 

were post-coded after data collected; and
•	 Demographic questions.

The questionnaire was translated from English 
into Sinhala and Tamil and then piloted and 
refined to ensure an understandable and us-
er-friendly instrument. The indicators used and 
their composite scales were also tested and 
validated (see also Sections 2.2 and 2.3).

2.1.3. Data collection

Final questionnaires in all three languages were 
scripted to a CAPI (Computer Aided Personal 
Interviewing) platform named SurveyToGo, which 
was used for data collection. The CAPI method 
was used to ensure data quality, monitor accurate 
sample selection using GPS coordinates and save 
time on data entry. 

The survey was conducted through face-to-face 
individual interviews. Within each set of questions, 
statements were randomised to minimise error and 
response fatigue. Interviewers paid close attention 
to the sequencing of questions to maximise peo-
ples’ engagement during the survey. 

The following quality control measures were tak-
en in the data collection process: 

•	 Supervisor accompaniment. Supervisors ob-
served the first 10 interviews and established 
a standardised interviewing process. 

•	 Back-checks. 30% of interviews by each 
interviewer were re-checked by supervisors, 
who re-visited respondents and verified their 
demographic details. 

•	 Spot-checks. Field managers conducted un-
announced visits to observe data collection. 

•	 Telephonic back-checks. An independent 
data collection team authenticated each sur-
vey respondent and confirmed the amount of 
time spent for the interview.

2. The Sri Lanka Barometer – 
The 2020-2021 Public Opinion Survey 
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•	 Recording checks. Portions of interviews 
were recorded by the CAPI system, with 
respondents’ consent. These recordings were 
reviewed by an independent quality control 
team to confirm that the data was accurately 
captured into the system. 

•	 Map checks. GPS locations for all interviews 
were used to check the accuracy with which 
primary sampling units, starting points and 
households were selected. 

2.1.4. Sampling

The total sample size for the study was deter-
mined based on a few factors. The first of these 
was the sample universe, consisting of Sri Lank-
ans 18 years of age or older. As published by the 
Census and Statistics Department in 2012,8 the 
national population is 20,359,439 of which 75% 
(15,320,021) is 18 years or older. The second factor 
taken into consideration was the adequacy of 
the sample size for data analysis at the overall 
level, as well as by geographical cluster – includ-
ing by urban, rural and estate respondents, as 
well as by province, district clusters with a 95% 
confidence level. The third factor was ensuring 
fair representation of the different groups within 
the population, including on the basis of gender, 
age, ethnicity, religion, and other social groups. 
Taking these into account, a sample size of 3,880 
respondents was selected, resulting in a 95% con-
fidence level and a margin of error (MoE) of less 
than two percent (1.57%) at the national level. 

The total sample was then distributed across 25 
districts proportionate to population size (PPS). 
Through this process, sample sizes in some less 
populous districts were found to be too low for 
the minimum level of representation (30 respon-
dents). On this basis, the PPS sample was adjust-
ed to ensure acceptable levels of sample propor-
tion variance when compared with the universe. 
Variances that arose through this adjustment pro-

8. http://www.statistics.gov.lk

cess were corrected using data weighting at district 
level, by factors of between 0.5 to 1.5 - considered 
acceptable in comparable research contexts.

The adjusted sample was distributed across 
urban, rural, and estate strata; and then to the 
District Secretariat (DS) level within each stratum 
based on PPS. This process helped to prevent 
under-representation or over-representation of 
any sub-groups in the universe. 

A multi-stage random sampling technique was 
then used to select the primary sample units 
(PSU), households and eligible respondents: 

Stage 1: Random selection of Grama Nilad-
hari Division. A list of all Grama Niladhari (GN) 
was obtained from the Census and Statistics 
Department. GNs were systematically randomly 
selected using regular interval pattern of five. A 
maximum of 10 households was selected at each 
GN division to gather adequate representation at 
the PSU level. Accordingly, 388 GNs were chosen 
across the country for the sample of 3,880.

Stage 2: Household (HH) selection. For the pur-
poses of the study, a household was defined as 
family members who have common arrangements 
for the provision of food and/or eat from the same 
kitchen.9 If more than one such family lives in a 
single housing unit, each family was considered 
as a separate household in the sample selection. 
Ten households were selected per GN using the 
left-hand rule, where households are selected 
from the left-hand side from the starting point. 
Interviewers were provided with pre-identified 
starting points – often including landmarks such 
as schools, churches, temples, hospitals, and gov-
ernment offices – and lists of the households for 
random selection.  The household skipping pat-
tern was applied to households on the left-side 
of the road after a successful interview to estab-
lish a fair spread of the sample at the PSU level. 
The household skipping pattern applied was two 
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households in urban and estate areas, considering 
the proximity of the houses. The three-household 
skipping pattern was applied in rural areas as well.
 
Stage 3: Respondent selection. Respondents 
were defined as anyone aged 18 years or older, who 
lives in the selected housing unit, eats from the 
same kitchen, and returns to the household at least 
weekly. All individuals meeting these criteria in the 
selected households were recorded sequentially in 
the CAPI system, along with their gender and age. A 
respondent was then selected from the household 
through the CAPI using the Kish Grid9 method.
 
If the respondent selected was not available for 
the interview at the time of the first visit, two more 
attempts at contact were made. If unsuccessful, 
the original respondent was replaced by a person 
of the same gender and age within the same PSU 
from another household selected using the left-
hand rule method. 

This random sampling approach guaranteed all 
eligible Sri Lankans an equal chance of selection in 
the sample and ensured representation according 
to the strata. Any variation in this representation 
was corrected through data weighting.  

All data collection was completed in 2020. Howev-
er, the original total sample was not reached due to 
the Covid-19 lockdown and related restrictions. A 
sample completion of 95% was ensured and spread 
across the country in order to maintain the repre-
sentation of the sample. Of the intended sample of 
3,880 respondents, 3,819 were completed. 

2.1.5. Data cleaning and weighting 

Consistent with the questionnaire development 
methodology (see Section 2.1.2), the survey 
dataset was assessed using psychometric testing 
and the validation of all indicators and composite 
scales. The cleaned dataset was weighted using 

the variables of district, gender and age based on 
the 2012 census results. 

2.1.6. Psychometric validation of indicators

Following the data processing, the substantive 
analysis was undertaken beginning with the psy-
chometric validation of the Barometer indicators. 
The aim of the psychometric testing and valida-
tion was to ensure that the measurement used in 
the survey was robust and that the substantive 
analysis employing these indicators is credible, 
valid, and reliable (Govender 2021). 

The following methodology was used in the vali-
dation process:

1. The indicators that formed the part of the val-
idation were compiled into composite scales. 
Each scale was composed of several different 
survey questionnaire items that have sub-
stantive relevance and statistical validity. 

2. Missing values that resulted when a response 
was not provided (no data) or did not com-
municate a meaning useful to the analysis, 
were considered as part of the psychometric 
validation and analysis.  A critical threshold of 
5% was established for missing values in the 
validation work. If the missing values exceeded 
5%, it suggested some substantive or measure-
ment problem with the formulation of the sur-
vey item, and hence the item needed revision 
or exclusion from the composite analysis.  

3. In the analysis, missing values were considered 
for each item when presenting the analysis for 
the composites (in addition to the testing) as 
well as for the single item questions. In the case 
of the latter, the proportion of missing values 
was also considered as part of the substantive 
analysis where relevant (Govender 2021).  

9. The Kish Grid method is used in household surveys to randomise the selection of a respondent in the household. This method 
helps avoid selection bias and provides a systematic approach to selecting a respondent. Through this each survey participant 
has an equal probability or chance for selection.
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A detailed report of the validation of the measure-
ment scales used in the pilot and main study is avail-
able for further reference on the Barometer website.10

2.1.7. Data analysis and interpretation

This is a baseline study and as such presents an 
analysis of the current situation on the identified 
issues related to reconciliation in Sri Lanka. As a 
first study of this kind, it identifies the perceptions 
of Sri Lankans and this is considered a starting 
point of tracking these views of Sri Lankans across 
the diverse populations. Future rounds of the sur-
vey will be compared to this survey to presented 
changes in opinions of Sri Lankans over time. 
The data collected and analysed in the Barometer 
public perceptions survey refers to people’s percep-
tions on the focus issues, within each domain. These 
views do not refer to factual information such as the 
availability of certain services in their location nor do 
views present a verifiable assessment.  

The analysis is presented as composite indices. 
A composite analysis and related scoring help 
to present data that are in small sets but highly 
related to one another, conceptually and statisti-
cally. This is determined through the psychomet-
ric validation. Combining and presenting these 
items as a single score reduces the potential for 
information overload.

Two open-ended questions were included in the 
survey. These questions were post-coded and 
code lists were developed for each response set. 

2.2. Sample profile

As described in Section 2.1.4., interviews were 
conducted with a total sample of 3,819 Sri Lankans 
over the age of 18 years. As a nationally represen-
tative survey, the sample reflected the overall de-
mographic composition of the country as follows:

•	 Close to an equal split between males (52.5%) 
and females (47.5%), as shown in Figure 2.

•	 As shown in Figure 3, the age group spread 
across the sample is as follows – Less than 20 
years (4.6%), 20-29 years (21.6%), 30-39 years 
(21.4%), 40-49 years (18.7%), 50-59 years (16%) 
and 60 years and over (17.7%). 

•	 Just over a third attended primary educa-
tion (32.8%, Grades 1-10) and a further 29.2% 
passed primary education (GCE ordinary lev-
el O/L), while about 5% attained a university 
degree or higher (see Figure 4).

•	 The majority (78.2%) identified their reli-
gious affiliation as Buddhist, followed by Hin-
dus (10.9%), Muslims (5.9%), Roman Catholics 
(4%) and Christians of other denominations 
(0.9%) (see Figure 5).

•	 Consistent with national population demo-
graphics, 78.5% described their ethnicity 
as Sinhalese, followed by 15.5% Tamil and 
5.5% Muslim (see Figure 6).

•	 In terms of occupation, the largest percent-
age of people (27%) described themselves as 
unemployed and not looking for a job. Just 
under a fifth (16.9%) were own-account 
workers without employees, followed by paid 
employees in the private sector (12.9%) or 
government (10.1%) and daily wage labourers 
(8.3%) (see Figure 7).

•	 More than three quarters (77.8%) lived in 
rural areas, followed by 17.4% in urban centres 
and 4.8% on estates (see Figure 8).

•	 In line with the national population distribu-
tion, the largest percentage of people lived in 
the Western province (25.4%), followed by the 
Central (13.0%), Southern (12.7%), North West-
ern (11.3%) and Sabaragamua (9.7%) provinces. 
Comparatively, about six to seven percent 
lived in the Northern, Eastern, North Central 
and Uva provinces, as shown in Figure 9.

10. www.thebarometer.lk
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Figure 2: Male/female sample breakdown (%)

Figure 3: Age category (%)
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Figure 4: Educational attainment (%)
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Figure 5: Religious affiliation (%)11

11. ‘Other Christian’ is referred to as Christians throughout the report
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Figure 7: Occupation (%)
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Figure 8: Spatial Breakdown (%)

Figure 9: Province (%)
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Reconciliation is a complex social concept with-
out a single universal definition. As described 
by Cole (2007), the concept of reconciliation 
can be understood “as a spectrum, rather than a 
fixed definition”. Although the term is commonly 
used in international discourse on peacebuilding, 
it does not always translate across languages, 
cultures, and contexts. However, successful rec-
onciliation processes require the active participa-
tion and engagement of a range of actor includ-
ing citizens, politicians, policymakers, and civil 
society representatives. As such, local concepts 
and terminologies may be invoked to ensure 
a shared understanding of reconciliation (The 
Peacebuilding Initiative 2007-2008).

3.1. Meaning of reconciliation for 
Sri Lankans

The Barometer hypothesised that for reconcili-
ation to advance in Sri Lanka, more information 
is needed about how people understand the con-
cept and the meanings they attach to it. People 
were asked about their own understanding of 
reconciliation and were asked to give two answers 
(only the first response is analysed in this report).

Survey question

What comes to your mind when thinking 
of reconciliation in Sri Lanka?

Survey findings

Barometer results show that the largest percent-
age of Sri Lankans (37.6%) understand recon-
ciliation to relate to achieving national unity, as 

shown in Figure 10. This association of unity with 
reconciliation was even higher among people 
from minority ethnic and religious groups. Close 
to two-thirds of Tamils (64.8%) answered in this 
way, as well as more than half of all Christian 
(50.5%), Muslim (59.6%) and Hindu (66.6%) peo-
ple. A further one-fourth (23.3%) of Sri Lankans 
answered that they thought of reconciliation as 
good for the country. 

Figure 10: Meaning of reconciliation (%, first mention)
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Responses were not all positive, however. About 
one in 10 (11.3%) answered that reconciliation is 
still lacking in Sri Lanka: a finding explored further 
in subsequent sections of the report. Some re-
sponses were also ambiguous and taken togeth-
er, over a fifth of Sri Lankans (21.8%) answered 
either that they don’t know or didn’t understand 
(10.8%), that nothing came to mind when thinking 
of reconciliation (9.0%) or that the term had no 
meaning (2.0%).
 

Interpretation of results

Results of Round One of the Barometer suggest 
that a majority of Sri Lankans are familiar with the 
word reconciliation and associate it with national 
unity or a positive process for the country. How-
ever, cumulatively about a third of Sri Lankans ei-
ther felt reconciliation has not taken place, were 
unsure or felt it didn’t mean anything – pointing 
to a potential opportunity for stakeholders such as 
government and civil society to explore innovative 
ways of furthering public discourse and under-
standing, promoting national unity, and making 
these notions more tangible for Sri Lankans. 

3.2. Views on progress towards 
reconciliation

In addition to exploring people’s understanding 
of the meaning of reconciliation, the Barometer 
also asked Sri Lankans about their perceptions of 
progress to date. Survey items probed progress 
in reconciliation overall, as well as in relation-
ships between social and identity groups based 
on ethnicity, religion, and language. These items 
were also used to develop a 10-point composite 
scale, in which zero represents strong disagree-
ment that there has been progress in reconcili-
ation and 10 represents strong agreement that 
there has been a great deal of progress.

Survey questions

Since the end of the armed conflict  
in 2009, do you think: 

•	 There has been progress in  
reconciliation?

•	 Relationships between different 
 ethnic groups have improved?

•	 Relationships between different 
 religious groups have improved?

•	 Relationships between groups who 
 speak different languages have 
 improved?

Composite Scale: Progress in Reconciliation

 0 - Strong disagreement/
low progress in reconciliation

10 - Strong agreement/
high progress in reconciliation

Survey findings

Analysis of the survey results suggests that over-
all, Sri Lankans are moderate in their assessments 
of progress with an average score of 6.4 – just 
above the mid-point of the composite scale. Fur-
ther disaggregation showed minimal variation in 
this score between people of different religions, 
ethnic groups, or province, as shown in Figure 11.

Interpretation of results

Despite the national focus on reconciliation over 
the past 12 years, and the many interventions 
implemented in the intervening years (see Sec-
tion 1.2.), Sri Lankans of all different social groups 
are consistently moderate in their assessments 
of progress. These findings may be indicative 
of opportunities to intensify efforts to ensure 
reconciliation, as well as ensure communication, 
engagement and buy-in from citizens. 
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Figure 11: Progress in reconciliation by province (mean)
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3.3. Demand for reconciliation 

The Barometer hypothesised that Sri Lankans’ 
demand for reconciliation may be an important 
determinant of the likelihood that it takes place. 
Sri Lankans were asked about both the desirability 
and necessity of national reconciliation in Sri Lan-
ka. These items were used to develop a composite 
scale measuring demand for reconciliation.

Survey questions
How much do you agree or disagree with the 
following statements? 

•  It is desirable to achieve reconciliation 
in Sri Lanka. 

•  It is necessary to achieve reconciliation 
in Sri Lanka.

 

Composite Scale: Progress in Reconciliation
 
0 - Strong disagreement/
low progress in reconciliation
 
10 - Strong agreement/
high progress in reconciliation

Survey findings

In comparison with the moderate assessments of 
progress discussed in Section 3.2, the Barometer 
found a strong demand for reconciliation among 
Sri Lankans, with a national mean score of 8.1. 
Demand was even slightly higher in the Northern 
(8.9) and Eastern (8.8) provinces, as shown in Fig-
ure 12. Notably, data analysis showed little vari-
ation in the survey results on the basis of either 
religion or ethnicity; in the latter case, average 
in-group scores ranging from 8.0 among Sinhalese 
people to 8.8 among Tamils (see Figure 13).

Interpretation of results

Demand for reconciliation is robust and cuts 
across Sri Lankan society, regardless of ethnicity 
and religion. This is an encouraging finding from a 
social cohesion perspective.

0 - Strongly disagree
2.5 - Disagree
5 - Neither agree nor disagree
7.5 - Agree
10 - Strongly agree
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Figure 13: Reconciliation demand and progress by ethnicity (mean)

Figure 12: Demand for reconciliation by province (mean)
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3.4. Post-conflict institutions

Reconciliation processes depend on supportive 
institutional frameworks and as discussed in section 
1.2, this has constituted a national policy priority in 
Sri Lanka since the war ended in 2009. These inter-
ventions have provided opportunities for a range 
of actors to enter and engage in the reconciliation 
process in practical and collaborative ways.

Sri Lankans were asked about the importance of a 
number of institutions established to address the 
impact of the armed conflict and promote recon-
ciliation.12 Analysed together, these questions were 
used to develop a composite scale measuring the 
importance of institutions involved in reconciliation.

 
 

12. Although the survey also asked about the importance of the LLRC, results showed a high proportion of missing values (26%) 
in response and therefore this item was excluded from the analysis. However, this finding is important in itself and suggests the 
nefor greater public awareness and understanding of the role of this key institution.
 

Survey questions

How important do you feel are the 
following institutions in helping Sri Lankans 
deal with the impact of the armed conflict:

• Judicial system (courts/mediation boards)? 

• Consultation Task Force? 

• Human Rights Commission? 

• Office on Missing Persons?
 

 

Composite Scale: Importance of  
Reconciliation Institutions
 
0 - Not important at all
10 - Very important
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Figure 14: Importance of institutions for reconciliation by ethnic group (mean)
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Survey findings

Analysis of the survey results using the composite 
scale showed that overall, Sri Lankans perceive 
these post-conflict institutions to be important, 
with a mean score of 7.4, as shown in Figure 14. 
Perceived importance was slightly higher than 
the national mean in the Uva (8.0) and Eastern 
(7.8) provinces. There was very little difference in 
results according to ethnicity. When disaggre-
gated according to religious affiliation, average 
scores ranged slightly from 6.8 amongst Chris-
tians to: 7.3 for Buddhists; 7.4 for Roman Catholics; 
7.5 for Hindus; and 7.6 for Muslims. 

Interpretation of results

Survey results suggest that there is relatively 
strong agreement over the importance of institu-
tions established to support reconciliation, and 
this is consistent across different groups in the 
country. However, the high proportion of missing 
data  for this composite – 21.8% overall, or about 
one in five people – also points to the possibility 
of low levels of awareness of these institutions, 
their functions, and their effectiveness and 
achievements.

3.5. Barriers to achieving 
reconciliation in Sri Lanka 

In their 2017 study, Menik Wakkumbura and Nirmali 
Wijegoonawardana (2017) identified a number of 
barriers to reconciliation in Sri Lanka, including weak 
institutional mechanisms, politicisation, the devolu-
tion of power, and the slow pace of change, par-
ticularly for those directly affected by the conflict. 
Overcoming these barriers, the authors suggest, 
requires a social justice approach in which human 
rights are protected and an environment is created 
that is conducive for meaningful change (Wakkum-
bura and Wijegoonawardana 2017). 

The Barometer Survey also asked Sri Lankans about 
what they perceived to be the main barriers to 

achieving reconciliation in the country. Each person 
was asked to provide two responses, and these were 
recorded using a code list. Their first response were 
analysed for the purposes of this report.

  

Survey questions
What would you indicate as the biggest 
barrier to achieving reconciliation 
in Sri Lanka? 

And what would you say is the second 
biggest barrier to reconciliation 
in Sri Lanka? 

Survey findings

Sri Lankans identified numerous barriers to 
achieving reconciliation in the country. As shown 
in Figure 15, the responses given by the high-
est percentages of people were: lack of political 
will or commitment (25.8%); nationalism (20.2%); 
divisive politics (17.8%); and religious and ethnic 
discrimination (cumulatively 9.3%). Some people 
(4.2%) feel there are no barriers to reconciliation. 

Figure 15: Barriers to reconciliation (%, first mention)
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Interpretation of results

The survey results show that Sri Lankans believe 
there are numerous barriers to reconciliation. Just 
as Wakkumbura and Wijegoonawardana (2017) 
found obstacles related to politicisation, cumula-
tively more than two-fifths (43.6%) of Sri Lankans 
identified divisiveness and the lack of will/commit-
ment as leading political problems. Nationalism, as 
well as discrimination on the basis of ethnicity and 
religion, are also viewed as barriers.  

3.6. Conclusion

Survey results show that cumulatively more than 
half of the adult population views reconciliation as 
good for Sri Lanka or associates the term with na-
tional unity, which is a positive finding. Demand for 
reconciliation is also consistently strong across dif-
ferent groups in the country. These findings suggest 
a foundation of support for the continuing national 
reconciliation agenda. 

Most Sri Lankans, however, are moderate in their 
assessments of progress since the end of the armed 
conflict and this is a reason for some concern. About 
one in four people are unaware of the institutions 
mandated to address the root causes of the armed 
conflict and advance reconciliation, although these 
are viewed as important by those who are familiar 
with the various organisations and structures tasked 
with this work. 

Finally, despite the economic challenges faced by 
the country and the impact of the Covid-19 pan-
demic, survey results reveal that most Sri Lankans 
believe the obstacles to reconciliation to be political 
or related to persistent discrimination on the basis of 
ethnicity and religion. 

"Sri Lanka is a multi-cultural country - reconciliation is 
attainable if friendly relations among groups are established; 

this will in turn help nation-building."
Community Consultation, Kandy District

 

"The thought that the majority should get the priority – 
that thought is a hindrance."

Community Consultation, Ratnapura District

"Reconciliation is a peaceful mind."
Community Consultation, Matara District

"Reconciliation can happen only when people FEEL it. When 
you are treated differently you can’t feel it. When you don’t get 

equal treatment, you can’t feel the urge to live in harmony."
Community Consultation, Mullaitivu District
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As evidenced in many post-conflict societies 
around the world, reconciliation can be effectively 
supported and advanced through focused efforts 
to understand and address the past. This often 
involves acknowledging the abuses that have taken 
place; holding perpetrators responsible; creating 
opportunities for grieving and memorialisation; 
rehabilitation; and compensation for victims. Those 
affected by conflict require access to information, 
psychosocial services, and support in finding ways 
to heal. It is also important that within post-conflict 
societies more broadly, people can share their own 
stories, hear multiple narratives, and learn from his-
tory: processes that can lead to improved relation-
ships, resilience, and reduced risk of future violence 
(Sisson 2010; Lonergan 2017; de Silva 2019).

Conversely, failure to adequately deal with the 
past, or the use of inappropriate means to do so, 
can also have the opposite effect and result in fur-
ther mistrust and conflict (Lonergan 2017). For this 
reason, it is critical that such measures are care-
fully thought out, contextually appropriate and 
inclusive of all affected constituencies and parties. 

4.1. Importance of dealing 
with the past 

Dealing with the past is a complex and far-reach-
ing process that encompasses a wide range of 
issues and requires involving diverse groups. 
Despite these challenges, the experiences of other 
post-conflict contexts suggest that broader recon-
ciliatory efforts have limited prospects for success 
unless and until this constructively takes place. 
The Barometer survey asked Sri Lankans about 
the importance of eight different interventions 

aimed at dealing with the past and these were 
used to develop a composite scale measuring 
their importance. 

Survey questions
When thinking about dealing with the 
past, how important would you say are the 
following? 

•	 Improving relationships between 
armed forces in the North and East? 

•	 Past perpetrators being brought to 
justice for their actions? 

•	 Past victims forgiving past perpetrators?

•	 Establishing the truth of the past? 

•	 Making appropriate reparations for 
victims? 

•	 Remembering the collective past 
through memorialisation? 

•	 Those affected by the armed conflict 
are able to share their experiences with 
others? 

•	 Providing psychosocial support to 
victims?

Composite Scale: 
Importance of Dealing with the Past
 
0 - Not important at all
10 - Very important

4. Constructively 
Dealing with the Past
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Survey findings

The survey found that overall, Sri Lankans con-
sider it to be important to deal with the country’s 
past, with an overall mean score of 7.5 (see Figure 
16). Evaluations of the importance of dealing with 
the past was relatively consistent across different 
groups and geographic areas:

•	 Agreement about the importance of the past 
was consistent across Sri Lankans of different 
ethnic groups, ranging slightly from an average 
score of 7.3 among Muslims to 7.4 among Sinha-
lese and 8.1 among Tamils. 

•	 Among religious groups, mean scores 
ranged from 7.3 for Muslims and 7.4 for Bud-
dhists, to 7.6 for Christians, 7.8 for Roman 
Catholics and 8.1 for Hindus. 

• Across the different provinces, mean scores 
ranged from a low of 6.9 in the Southern 
Province to highs of 8.7 in Northern and 8.0 
in the Eastern provinces (in other provinces, 
means were 7.5, Western; 7.5, Sabaragamu-
wa; 7.6, Uva; 7.6, North Western). 

 
 

 

Interpretation of results 
 
Analysis of the Barometer results show moderately 
high agreement of the importance of dealing with 
Sri Lanka’s past. This may suggest underlying sup-
port for truth-seeking processes and other inter-
ventions related the country’s history of conflict. 

4.2. Recognising past injustices

Internationally, both human rights principles 
and reconciliation discourse posit that victims 
of armed conflict, their families and society in 
general, have the right to know the truth about 
the past, including what happened to people who 
disappeared. Furthermore, States are often as-
signed a role or duty in uncovering the truth and 
preserving collective memory (Sisson 2010). 

The Barometer explored people’s views on past 
injustices by asking the extent to which they 
agreed or disagreed that some groups suffered 
more than others; and that victims should be rec-
ognised by all groups in Sri Lanka. A composite 
scale was developed measuring agreement over 
the recognition of past injustices.

Survey findings
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Figure 16: Importance of dealing with the past by ethnic group (mean)
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Overall, the survey found moderately high agree-
ment over the importance of recognising past 
injustices, with a mean national score of 7.4. There 
was little variation in this mean score according to 
religious affiliation or between ethnic groups (see 
Figure 17). When disaggregated according to prov-
inces, mean scores ranged from 6.9 in the Central 
Province to 7.5 in Sabaragamuwa and North West-
ern provinces, 7.7 in Uva province, 7.9 in the East-
ern province and 8.6 in the Northern province.

Interpretation of results

Analysis of the Barometer results show moderate-
ly high agreement of the importance of dealing 
with injustices that occurred during the armed 
conflict, with little variation according to religion, 
ethnicity or province. 

4.3. Memorialisation 

It is common practice in Sri Lanka to memori-
alise the dead and this takes both physical and 
non-physical forms. People have different reasons 
for memorialising: to engage in spiritual aspects, 
to help healing, and to ensure their loved ones 
are not forgotten (de Silva 2019).

Some families and communities have already 
undertaken to memorialise those who lost their 
lives during the war. At the State level, activities 
have been sporadic aside from the annual Day of 
Remembrance on May 18, which marks the end of 
the conflict and commemorates fallen members 
of the tri-forces, as well as erecting statues and 
graveyards (de Silva 2019). Other initiatives by 
various non-state actors to facilitate non-physi-
cal memorialisation include archiving (online or 
physically) in the national archives, gathering and 
preserving the stories of the people affected by 
violence, and mobile exhibits.

The Barometer explored people’s views on these 
issues by asking about the extent to which they 
agreed with the importance of memorialisation and 
that there should be a day dedicated to com-
memorating the lives lost during the war. These 
questions were used to develop a composite scale 
measuring the importance of memorialisation.
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Figure 17: Recognition of past injustices by ethnic group (mean)
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Survey questions

Please tell me how much you agree or 
disagree with the following statements:

• It is important that different groups 
who have been affected by the armed 
conflict have the opportunity to memo-
rialise? 

• There should be a single day to com-
memorate the death of loved ones on 
all sides of the armed conflict? 

Composite Scale: 
Importance of Memorialisation
 
0 - Not important at all
10 - Very important

Survey findings

Barometer survey results show that Sri Lankans 
are relatively neutral towards memorialisation, with 
an overall mean score of 6.8 (see Figure 18). Mean 
scores varied slightly between people of different 
ethnic groups, ranging from 6.5 among Muslims to 
6.6 among Sinhalese and 8.0 among Tamils. 

Interpretation of results

Although often identified as a means of recognis-
ing loss and past injustices in post-conflict soci-
eties, survey results found only moderate support 
for memorialisation among Sri Lankans. 

4.4. Reparations

Reparations refer to a set of legal remedies used 
to provide justice to victims of conflict. In many 
contexts, States are assigned the legal obliga-
tions of both recognising victims and providing/
seeking reparations for citizens. This demon-
strates the commitment of a government and 
society as a whole to acknowledging past abuses 
and injustices, addressing their root causes and 
ensuring non-recurrence (de Greiff 2010; de Silva 
2019; ICTJ 2021). 

Reparations can take many forms – both material 
and otherwise. Although financial compensation 
is a common practices, other forms of repara-
tions include restoring civil and political rights, 
rehabilitation, access to land, and the provi-
sion of services, such as health and education. 
These can be delivered programmatically and/or 
through the enforcement of laws and regulations. 

Figure 18: Importance of memorialisation by ethnic group (mean)
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Non-material reparations include truth-seeking, 
guarantees of non-recurrence, and symbolic 
interventions such as memorials and commemo-
rations (de Silva 2019; ICTJ 2021).

Reparations can also help foster and improve 
inter-personal relationships between people as 
well as trust in state institutions, as an indication 
that past abuses are taken seriously and that the 
wellbeing and quality of life of survivors is im-
portant. However, de Greiff (2010) cautions that 
reparations should form only part of the overall 
endeavour of ensuring access to justice, so they 
are not viewed as attempts to buy the silence of 
victims and their families. 

The Barometer Survey asked Sri Lankans about 
the reasons for which reparations should be 
provided. Each person was asked to provide two 
responses.  Only the first item mentioned is anal-
ysed in this report. 

Survey question

Thinking about events related to the armed 
conflict, for what kinds of things should we 
provide reparations?

Survey findings

In response, the highest percentages of people 
identified loss of income (25.3%), forced evictions 
(22.7%), and loss of communal land and property 
(21.0%) as reasons for reparations. A further 12.3% 
answered that reparations should be made in 
cases of disappearances, detention without trial 
and torture or death, as shown in Figure 19.

Interpretation of results

Cumulatively, when asked about when repara-
tions are warranted, about two-quarters (46.3%) of 
Sri Lankans mentioned circumstances related to 
loss of livelihoods and tenure in the first instance. 
Forced evictions and displacement (22.7%) are also 
considered as requiring reparations. 

4.5. Barriers to dealing with the past

Despite evidence of its benefit in other post-con-
flict societies, the subject of dealing with the past 
remains contentious and challenging in Sri Lanka. 
As with the question of reconciliation, the Ba-
rometer asked people about the main barriers to 
dealing with the country’s past. Once again, this 
was an open-ended question and answers were 
post-coded, with only first responses analysed. 

  Loss of income

  Forced evictions & displacement

  Loss of communal land and property

  Disappearance, detention without trial, torture and killing   
     including relatives and family members

  Sickness and all forms of disability

  Affected children

  Widownhood

  Other

Figure 19: Reasons for reparations (%, first mention)
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Survey question

What do you think are the two most important 
barriers to dealing with the past? 

 

Survey findings

Echoing the findings on reconciliation (see Sec-
tion 3.5), the largest percentage of Sri Lankans 
(31.8%) described political concerns (influence/
interference) as the main barrier to dealing with 
the country’s past as shown in Figure 20, with an 
additional 7.9% mentioning a lack of political will. 
Close to one in five (17.3%), however, felt there are 
no barriers to dealing with the past. 

Interpretation of results

Taken together, about two out of every five Sri Lank-
ans (39.7%) identified political concerns as barriers 
to addressing the past in the country, consistent 
with views on the obstacles to reconciliation. 

4.6. Conclusion 

Realising reconciliation requires dealing with the 
past in a constructive manner. This would re-
quire recognition and acknowledgement that the 
armed conflict had widespread impacts on many 
different groups of people, that historic injustices 
still prevail, and that Sri Lankans deserve the 
opportunity to move forward. 

Results of the Barometer survey suggest that 
there is strong agreement over the importance of 
dealing with the past and recognising the injus-
tices that occurred. Sri Lankans appear to view 
memorialisation with some ambivalence; however, 
results also suggest that there is support for more 
direct forms of reparations, particularly for people 
whose livelihoods and/or tenure (through evic-
tions, displacements, and loss of property) was 
affected by the war.

Figure 20: Barriers to dealing with the past (%, first mention)

  Political interference

  No barriers

  Not addressing issues in a post-war contect

  Lack of management/help from the Govt.

  Racism

  Lack of political will to deal with the past

  Lack of information

  Foreign influence, NGO influence

  Lack of income, employment, education, facilities for basic needs

  Other

31.8

17.3
12.5

8.7

6.7

7.9

3.4
2.0

2.5 7.2

"Preventing the darkness of the past from darkening the present." 
Community Consultation, Southern Province
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Research conducted by Human Rights Watch 
(HRW) in 2021 found that justice features prom-
inently in the demands of conflict-affected 
people in the North and the East in particular. 
Satkunanathan (2019) suggests that following the 
regime change in January 2015, the new govern-
ment did not fully deliver on a number of planned 
initiatives for dealing with the past, including the 
truth seeking and accountability mechanisms.

Together with accountability, justice constitutes a 
critical component of the reconciliation discourse 
nationally (Ganguli 2021). The meaning of justice 
extends well beyond retribution for criminal acts; 
rather, it is part of the foundation underlying so-
cial interactions between individuals. The desire 
for a sense of justice is a shared feature across 
societies and is the basis for shared principles, 
values, and the rule of law (Rawls 1963).

There are two opposing narratives about justice 
and reconciliation in post-war Sri Lanka: the first 
conceptualises justice as an outcome of for-
getting about the past, forgiveness and moving 
on. The second calls for justice together with 
truth-seeking and accountability for historical 
events and actions. The proponents of the first 
narrative, generally associated with the South of 
the country, oppose punishing those who fought 
and won the war and view justice in this sense as 
inimical to lasting peace. In contrast, Sri Lankans 
in the North have demanded the truth about past 
disappearances and called for investigations, 
prosecutions and the release of detainees held 
without charge under the Prevention of Terrorism 
Act (Satkunanathan 2019).

13. Social justice is a type of justice rooted in the idea that all people should have equal rights, opportunities, and treatment.

However, despite these divergent perspectives, 
there is also a desire for social justice13 and fair-
ness that is shared among many Sri Lankans and 
was explored through the Barometer survey. 

5.1. Barriers to justice

Just as with reconciliation and dealing with the 
past, the survey asked Sri Lankans about what 
they view about the biggest barriers to justice in 
the post-war period.

Survey question

What do you think are the biggest barriers 
to providing justice for victims of past 
injustices related to the armed conflict?

Survey findings

In response, once again political concerns came 
to the fore. Almost one in three (29.0%) identified 
the lack of political will as the biggest barrier 
to for victims, and a further 11.0% cited political 
influence/interference. As shown in Figure 21, 
13.0% identified issues related to corruption and 
economic instability as barriers. Taken together, 
almost one in ten people mentioned unnecessary 
delays (5.0%) and biased judiciary (4.0%). One in 
ten Sri Lankans, however, say there are no barri-
ers to justice.

5. Justice 
for All
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Interpretation of results

Survey results suggest that once again the 
largest percentage of Sri Lankans identify polit-
ical issues as leading obstacles in reconciliatory 
efforts and in this case, specifically access to 
justice for victims of past crimes. Responses also 
suggest broader critiques of justice institutions 
and mechanisms overall, including perceptions 
that these are affected by corruption, interference, 
bias, unnecessary delays and even incompetence. 

5.2. Justification of the 
use of violence

Sri Lankans throughout the country have been 
deeply affected by decades of violent conflict. 
Historically the Northern and Eastern provinces – 
populated mainly by Tamil and Muslim Sri Lank-
ans – have experienced the most violence.14 In 
the post-war period, women, and children in par-
ticularly have been disproportionately affected. 
Violence surrounding elections has also occurred 

14. F. Fonseka and E. Schultz, 2018, Gender and Transformative Justice in Sri Lanka, Centre for Women, Peace and Security.
15. Centre for Monitoring Election Violence (CMEV), 2018,”Communiqué on Nine Incidents of Post-Election Violence”.

in the Southern, Sabaragamuw and Uva15 provinc-
es – sometimes directly involving the police. 

Recent years have also seen an increasing pres-
ence by law enforcement authorities in the lives 
of Sri Lankans throughout the country. The mili-
tary has also been engaged to control the spread 
of the Covid-19 pandemic. Civilian institutions 
have also become increasingly militarised since 
the change of government in November 2020, 
predominantly in areas not directly affected by 
the war. Research by Jayasundara-Smits (2018) 
has variously linked rising militarisation with post-
war crime and violence, low institutional capacity, 
corruption, youth unemployment and the circula-
tion of weapons.

After more than a decade after the end of the 
war, the Barometer sought to explore how Sri 
Lankans feel at present about the use of violence 
by state authorities as well as between civilians.  
Using three survey items, a composite scale was 
developed measuring justification of the use of 
violence against civilians.

Figure 21: Barriers to justice (%, first mention)
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19.0

  Lack of political will
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  Political influence/politics interference

  No barriers

  Unneccessary delays/Stalling of legal processes

  Perpetrators getting away without consequences

  Biased judiciary

  Incompetence in investigation and prosecution

  Other
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Survey questions
How much would you agree or disagree 
with the following?

•	 It is sometimes justified for the military 
to use violence against civilians. 

•	 It is sometimes justified for the police to 
use violence against civilians. 

•	 It is sometimes justified for civilians to 
use violence against civilians.

Composite Scale: Justification of the 
use of violence against civilians

0 - Strong disagreement 
10 - Strong agreement

Survey findings

Overall, survey results show that Sri Lankans 
disagree with the use of violence against civilians, 
with a national mean score of 2.8. Between the 
provinces, mean scores ranged from a low of 1.8 
in the Northern province and Sabaragamuwa to a 
high of 3.7 in Uva, as shown in Figure 22.

Mean scores in agreement over the justification of 
violence against civilians were also analysed ac-
cording to several other variables. Results showed 
that males were marginally less likely (2.7) to agree 
with the use of violence than females (2.8). Variation 
was also slight according to ethnic groups, with 
mean scores ranging from 2.7 among Sinhalese Sri 
Lankans and 2.9 among Tamils, to 3.2 among Mus-
lims (see Figure 23). Mean scores also differed little 
between people in urban, rural and estate areas.
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Figure 22: Justification of violence against civilians, by province (mean)
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Interpretation of results

Barometer survey results show that there is con-
sistent disagreement that using violence against 
civilians is justified, either by state authorities or 
other people in Sri Lanka, across different groups 
and areas in the country.   

5.3. Conclusion

The armed conflict normalised violence in daily 
life for many Sri Lankans. Therefore, despite mul-
tiple national perspectives on the paths to justice 

and reconciliation, the finding that people of all 
different groups reject the use of violence is an 
encouraging sign. 

However, the perception that justice is impeded 
by politics – including undue influence and inter-
ference and a lack of will/commitment – is reason 
for concern. These findings may also have con-
sequences related to public trust in the integrity 
and efficacy of leadership and the institutions 
established to pursue and uphold justice.

Figure 23: Justification of violence against civilians by ethnic group (mean)
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differences; through that all affected people get equal justice."

Community Consultation, Northern Province
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Social identity refers to how people define them-
selves. According to Silva (2019) most Sri Lankans 
define themselves by multiple different identities, 
including by religion, ethnicity, gender, language, 
and socio-economic class.  These may assume 
greater or lesser importance at different times 
and in relation to specific events or circumstanc-
es. For instance, Sri Lankan society was sharply 
divided along ethno-religious lines during the 
war; while comparatively, people strongly iden-
tified strongly with others of the same class and 
ideology during the two Janatha Vimukthi Pera-
muna (JVP) uprisings (Unauthored 1976).16

Belonging refers to when an individual or a group 
asserts the personal or collective identity as their 
very essence. Belonging can signal strong asso-
ciation with a specific identity, which is the basis 
for a group formation, connectivity and collective 
decision making (Silva 2019). Belonging is also mu-
table and adapts to changes in social identity. For 
instance, while in the immediate post-war period 
some Sri Lankans identified themselves as ‘former 
combatants’, ‘ex-cadres’ and ‘old leftists’; more 
recently, such individuals may increasingly use 
other identities, including based on occupation, as 
students, parents, social workers etc. 

Historically ethnicity has been and remains a 
significant source of identification for Sri Lankans 
– still often outweighing identification according 
to caste, gender, political belief, or hometown. Yet 
committing reconciliation requires each ethnic 
group – Sinhala, Tamil and Muslim – to accept 
the rights of others to express their cultural and 
religious identities without being perceived as a 
threat. The LLRC Commission Report (2011, para 
8.228) also found that “the tardiness of Govern-

16. The JVP insurrection was an armed revolt led by the Marxist Janatha Vimukthi Peramuna against the Government of Sri Lanka 
from 1987–1989. The revolt, like a previous insurgency in 1971, was unsuccessful. The JVP resorted to violence, assassinations, 
raids, and attacks on military and civilian targets. The Sri Lankan government reacted with an operation to suppress the revolt.

ments in giving effect to [the] implementation [of 
its recommendations] has further alienated the 
Tamil people, exacerbating their feelings of mar-
ginalization. This has resulted in a perception pre-
vailing among the Tamil people of being second 
class citizens in their own country”. Challenges 
remain ahead in creating a multi-ethnic society 
and polity that recognises and respects diversity; 
and in which multiple identity groups co-exist 
irrespective of their differences (Silva 2019).  

6.1. Sri Lankan national identity
The Barometer assessed the importance people 
ascribe to a shared national Sri Lankan identity, as 
well as whether or not they believe this to be pos-
sible. A composite scale was developed measuring 
the importance of a national Sri Lanka identity. 

Survey questions 
Thinking about yourself as a Sri Lankan, how 
much do you agree or disagree with the fol-
lowing statements: 

•	 Being a Sri Lankan is an important part 
of how you see yourself. 

•	 People should realize we are Sri Lank-
ans first and not think of themselves in 
terms of other groups they belong to. 

•	 It is possible to create one united Sri Lanka 
although we belong to different groups. 

Composite Scale: Justification of the 
use of violence against civilians

0 - Strong disagreement 
10 - Strong agreement

6. Identity
and Belonging
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Survey findings

The Barometer found that at the national level, 
there was strong agreement about the impor-
tance of creating a national Sri Lankan identity, 
with a mean score of 7.9. Further analysis showed 
that there was very little variation in agreement 
between Sri Lankans of different ethnic groups 
(see Figure 24). Mean scores in relation to the 
importance of national identity differed slightly 

between provinces, ranging from a low of 7.5 in 
the Northern Central province to highs of 8.3 in 
Uva and Northern province (see Figure 25).

Interpretation of results

Barometer survey results show that despite the 
diversity of social identity groups in the country, 
there is relatively strong and consistent agreement 
over the importance of a shared national identity.
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Figure 24: Importance of creating a Sri Lankan identity by ethnic group (mean)
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6.2. Determining social group 
identity

Sri Lankans were also asked about which group 
they identify most strongly with and the second 
group they identify strongly with. Their responses 
were coded using a code list. This report presents 
the findings for the first response. 

Survey question 
When you think of yourself and your daily 
interaction with others, which group do you 
identify with most strongly? Which would 
you say is the second group you identify 
with most strongly?

Survey findings

Barometer results show that the largest percent-
age of Sri Lankans still identify first with others 
of the same ethnic group (one in four, or 24.7%) 
as shown in Figure 26. Looking at historic lines 
of division, a further 8.0% identify most strongly 

with those who share their religion. Notably, 14.2% 
responded that they already identify as Sri Lank-
ans first, while one in ten (10.3%) did not identify 
as a member of any group. Less than two percent 
identified with others mainly on the basis of at-
tending the same school or university (1.7%), being 
a sociable person (1.6%) or caste (1.3%).

Interpretation of results

Overall, the majority of Sri Lankans still identify 
strongly with others who share their ethnic iden-
tity, even in the post-war period. This may relate 
to, as found by the LLRC (2011, para 8.228), delays 
on the part of the government in implementing 
measures to increase equality and overcome the 
divisions of the past. 

There is a minority but still-important group of 
people who already view themselves as Sri Lank-
ans first, before other sources of identity or group 
belonging. Notably, caste – another historically 
entrenched source of division – was found to be 
one of the least common sources of feelings of 
group belonging. 

Figure 26: Sources of group identity (%, first mention)
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6.3. Perceptions on the nature of 
discrimination

Given historic divisions and the differential treat-
ment of the diverse groups in the country, the 
Barometer survey also asked about sources of 
discrimination in Sri Lanka today. Their responses 
were coded using a code list. This report presents 
the findings for the first response.

Survey Question:
Thinking about Sri Lankan society today, what 
do you think are the main bases on which 
people discriminate against other people?

Survey findings

Figure 27 shows that the largest percentage of Sri 
Lankans view economic status as the main basis of 
discrimination in the country today (28.1%), followed 
closely by ethnicity (26.9%). A further one in ten 
(10.4%) answered that religion is a leading source. 

Interpretation of results

Taken together, a third (33.0%) of Sri Lankans view 
economic status and poverty as the leading bases 
for discrimination in the country today. This may 
relate in part to the timing of the interviews, which 
were conducted between two successive Covid-19 
lockdowns that resulted in job losses and business 
closures. The World Bank (2020) projected that 
poverty rates in Sri Lanka increased from 9.2% in 
2019 to 11.7% in 2020. Questions of whether or not 
economic discrimination has superseded other 
forms temporarily or on a long-term basis may 
be explored in future Barometer rounds or other 
research. Perceptions of economic deterioration 
and/or marginalisation may also have implications 
for peace and social cohesion.

At the same time, Barometer results also confirmed 
that more than one in four Sri Lankans still view 
ethnicity as the leading basis for discrimination in 
the country. 

Figure 27: Main basis for discrimination (%, first mention)

  Economic Status

  Ethnicity

  Relegion

  Language

  Poverty

  Education Level

  Caste

  Dress/appearance/beauty

  Political affiliation

  Other
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6.4. Respect for other language 
and religious groups

As in many other societies around the world, 
religion has been a source of historic conflict and 
intolerance in Sri Lanka. Religious divisions have 
also provoked hate speech and even violent clash-
es between different groups in the country. 

The Barometer explored perceptions of tolerance 
and respect for different religions and languages in 
Sri Lanka, using a composite scale. 

Survey questions
In general, people in Sri Lanka today have 
respect for the mother-tongue of others.

In general, people in Sri Lanka today have 
respect for the religious beliefs of others.

Composite Scale: Respect for Others

0 - Strong disagreement with repsect for others 
10 - Strong agreement with repsect for others 

6.8

7.5

6.7

6.8

0.0 2.0 4.0 6.0 8.0

Muslim 

Tamil

Sinhalese 

National

0 - Strongly disagree
2.5 – Disagree
5 – Neither agree nor disagree
7.5 – Agree  
10 - Strongly agree

Figure 28: Respect for others by ethnic group (mean)

0 - Strongly disagree
2.5 - Disagree
5 - Neither agree nor disagree
7.5 - Agree
10 - Strongly agree
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Survey findings

At the national level, there was moderate agree-
ment that Sri Lankans respect others, with a mean 
overall score of 6.8. This ranged marginally from 
6.7 among Sinhalese people to a high of 7.5 among 
Tamil people, as shown in Figure 28. Further analy-
sis showed minimal differences according to other 
variables, including religion, gender, and province. 

Interpretation of results

Sri Lankans across different identity groups and 
parts of the country consistently agree that there 
is respect for others in the country; however, this 
agreement was moderate rather than strong. 

6.5. Conclusion

The Barometer survey found that most Sri Lank-
ans agree about the importance of constructing a 
shared national identity, although the majority do 
not currently view this as their main personal iden-
tity. Rather, the largest percent continue to feel a 
sense of belonging with others of the same ethnic 
group; this, for about a fourth of Sri Lankans, is also 
viewed as the leading basis for discrimination in 
the country. 

It was notable that economic status was named 
as the leading source of discrimination in the 
country today, and future rounds of the survey 
may provide insight into whether this finding 
relates to the current moment of economic de-
cline, rising poverty and successive lockdowns; or 
rather is a lasting trend.  

Finally, while there is general agreement about 
respect for other groups in Sri Lanka – specifically 
on the basis of religion and language – this was 
moderate and there is room for improvement, 
particular if the country intends to adopt a more 
inclusive national identity (Silva 2019). Given the 
Barometer findings in relation to discrimination, 
further exploration may be warranted into toler-
ance along socioeconomic lines. 

"A person may have his own language, ethnicity or religion, but in the 
end he/she will always be a citizen of the nation."

Community Consultation, Central Province
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Trust is a central determinant of the quality of 
social interactions. It involves expectations of con-
sistency in thoughts, beliefs, and behaviours based 
on past experiences. Greiff (2010) suggests that 
trust between people may be strengthened by 
shared norms and values; these in turn contribute 
to positive group relationships and cooperation. 

Sri Lanka has been challenged by a historic lack 
of trust dating back to the colonial period and the 
differential rights and privileges afforded to the 
various groups in the country. Low levels of trust 
have aggravated ethnic tensions that resurface 
as promises of interventions for greater equality 
are broken (O’Briain 2012). More recently trust 
has also wavered between religious groups as a 
result of discriminatory practices towards minori-
ties (Imtiyaz 2020; Silva et al. 2020).

However, according to Lonergan (2017), trust 
between groups may also lead to greater recep-
tiveness to reconciliation. In conflict-affected 
contexts, establishing trust between groups early 
on can support transitional justice processes, 
healing, and the avoidance of further conflict (de 
Greiff 2010). The Barometer survey explored the 
extent of three forms of trust in Sri Lanka: inter-
personal, social and political. 

7.1. Interpersonal trust 

Interpersonal, or “particularised” trust refers to 
trust in people within an individual’s close circle. 
Such relationships are characterised by familiar-
ity and predictability in thought, behaviour, and 
engagement (Ramasamy 2019).

The Barometer survey measured interpersonal 
trust through three questions about relationships 

between individuals and their family members, 
neighbours (in the immediate local community) 
and  people they work or study with. In this case 
a composite scale was not constructed, because 
psychometric validation analysis found low reli-
ability and validity for the survey items on trust 
in family members and colleagues. Instead, the 
report presents the survey results in response to 
the single item on trust in neighbours.

Survey questions
In general, how much do you trust the fol-
lowing groups of people? Your neighbours 
(in your local community)

Survey findings

In response, close to two-thirds (64.3%) of Sri 
Lankans trust their neighbours “to some extent”, 
while 13.3% did not trust them very much and 
6.3% had no trust at all. 

Interpretation of results

Barometer survey results indicate moderate 
levels of interpersonal trust between Sri Lankans 
and others living in their immediate community. 

7.2. Social trust 

Social, or “generalised” trust, refers to trust 
between people of different identity groups. 
Strong inter-group trust has been associated 
with greater cooperation and working together 
for the common good. Low levels of social trust, 
which may deepen with unequal distribution of 
resources, have been linked to greater prospects 

7. Interpersonal, Social, 
and Political Trust
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for discrimination, marginalisation, and nepotism 
(Ramasamy 2019).  

The Barometer survey measured the extent to 
which Sri Lankans trust people of other ethnic 
groups/races, religions, genders, and language 
groups. These survey items were used to develop 
a composite scale of social trust. 

Survey questions
From your experience/interactions, how 
much would you say you trust people from 
a different...?

•	 Ethnicity/race 

•	 Religion 

•	 Gender  

•	 Language group

Composite Scale: Social Trust

0 - Not trusting at all of people of other groups 
10 - Very trusting of people of other groups

Survey findings

Survey findings found that Sri Lankans are mod-
erately distrustful of people belonging to other 
social groups, with an overall mean score of 4.6. 
Average trust scores ranged marginally according to 
geographic location from lows of 4.1 in the Southern 
and 4.2 in the North Central provinces, to a high of 
5.4 in the Northern province (see Figure 29).

Further analysis also showed only marginal variation 
in mean social trust according to different variables:

•	 Among Sri Lankans of different ethnic 
groups, mean social trust ranged slightly 
from a low of 4.5 among Sinhalese people, to 
5.0 among Tamils and 5.3 among Muslims.   

•	 When disaggregating according to re-
ligion, mean social trust ranged slightly 
from a score of 4.7 among Buddhists and 
Christians, to 5.1 among Roman Catholics 
and 5.3 among Muslims.  

•	 Spatially, on average Sri Lankans living in 
estate areas scored marginally higher (5.4) 
than those in urban (4.5) or rural (4.6) areas. 
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About one in ten (10.2%) Sri Lankans either de-
clined to answer this question or stated that they 
did now know; comparatively, only 3.2% answered 
questions on political trust in these ways. 

Interpretation of results

Barometer survey results confirm that after many 
decades of inequality, discrimination and conflict, 
Sri Lankans are moderately distrusting of people 
who belong to other social groups in the country. 

7.3. Political trust 

Political trust refers to confidence in the validity 
and legitimacy of institutions. Often when people 
ascribe to the values represented through an 
institution, this leads to both trust and greater 
compliance with its rules (de Greiff 2010).

The Barometer survey measured the extent of 
political trust in a range of Sri Lankan institu-
tions. Results related to the national govern-
ment, police and courts were used to develop 
a composite scale on political trust. Sri Lankans 
were also asked about trust in the armed forces, 
Human Rights Commission (HRC) and OMP but 
the results were to sufficiently valid or reliable to 
be included in the scale, as determined through 
psychometric testing. Items testing trust in the 
HRC and OMP also resulted in a high percentage 

of missing values, suggesting that many people 
may have a limited awareness or understanding 
of these institutions.

Survey questions
How much trust do you have in each of the 
following institutions?

•	 National government 

•	 Police 

•	 The courts

Composite Scale: Political Trust

0 - Not trusting at all of institutions 
10 - Very trusting of institutions

Survey findings

Overall, the survey found moderate levels of po-
litical trust, with a mean score of 6.1 across all Sri 
Lankans. As shown in Figure 30, there was little 
variation in scores between people of different 
ethnic groups. Further analysis showed that 
mean political trust ranged from lows of 5.1 in the 
Northern and Eastern (5.3) provinces to highs of 
6.5 in Sabaragamuwa and 6.9 in Uva provinces.
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Interpretation of results

Barometer survey results show that overall, Sri 
Lankans are only moderately trusting of key 
national institutions. In conducting research 
and developing the Barometer domain paper in 
this area, Ramasamy (2019) drew links between 
this ambivalence and questions related to the 
fairness, impartiality, and effectiveness of public 
institutions – although these were not directly 
explored in the survey itself. 

7.4. Conclusion

Trust is an important factor underpinning rela-
tionships between people, social groups and with 
the State. As Ramasamy (2019) notes, Sri Lan-
ka’s history and the armed conflict impeded the 
development of trust and gave rise to nationalism 
and identity politics. 

The findings of the first round of the Barometer 
survey identified only moderate levels of interper-
sonal (with neighbours/community members) and 
political trust, and moderately low levels of social 
trust between different groups in the country. High 
percentages of missing data in response to sur-
vey items measuring social trust also suggest the 
possibility of some reticence among Sri Lankans to 
answer these questions. Further in-depth research 
beyond this scope of this study may be warrant-
ed for greater insight into these low to moderate 
levels of trust in relation to issues such as: regional 
experiences; perceptions of homogeneity versus 
heterogeneity; the impact of divisive rhetoric; and 
other barriers to the development of trust. 

"We can do things in future if we do not think ill of others and 
work with them by trusting them little by little."

Community Consultation, Western Province
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From the 1970s onwards, poverty and inequali-
ty in Sri Lanka were closely associated with the 
divisions between groups in the country. This is 
despite the fact that Chapter Three, Article 12 of 
the Sri Lankan Constitution (1978) enshrines the 
right to equality as follows:

“No citizen shall be discriminated against 
on the grounds of race, religion, language, 
caste, sex, political opinion, place of birth, or 
any one of such grounds.”17

While not a fundamental right, the Constitution 
also calls for state policies that lead to socioeco-
nomic justice and equality, through the:

“Realisation by all citizens for an adequate 
standard of living for themselves and their 
families, including adequate food, clothing 
and housing, the continuous improvement 
of living conditions and the full enjoyment 
of leisure and social and cultural opportuni-
ties.” (Chapter VI, Article 27.2.C)

Even with these protections, many Sri Lankans 
remain far from an adequate standard of living for 
themselves and their families. These differences 
are referred to as formal equality, in which legal 
rights are enshrined; and substantive equality, 
which refers to whether or not opportunities are 
available and accessible to all people, irrespec-
tive of ethnicity, gender, socioeconomic status or 
area of residence (Gunatilleke 2019). Inequality 
has in fact increased18 as the results of factors 
such as the unavailability of decent work as well 

17. Sri Lanka Constitution 1978 Chapter 3 Art. 12; Art. 27 2 [b] and [f]); Art. 27 2 [c]
18. The Gini-coefficient 2009 36.10 ;2012,38.70; 2016, 39.30 
19.   The 1994 Human Development Report introduces a new concept of human security, which equates security with people 
rather than territories, with development rather than arms. It examines both the national and the global concerns of human 
security. The Report seeks to deal with these concerns through a new paradigm of sustainable human development, captur- ing 
the potential peace dividend, a new form of development co-operation, and a restructured system of global institutions. See: 
UNDP, 1994, Human Development Report: New Dimensions of Human Security. http://www.hdr.undp.org/en/content/hu- man-de-
velopment-report-1994. 

as uneven access to education, infrastructure and 
public services. Nanayakkara (2018)
Low levels of access to services and amenities 
– for example, ranging from quality education 
to justice institutions, housing, health care, job 
opportunities and financial credit for business-
es – affects people and their choices throughout 
their lives. The failure of successive governments 
since independence to improve both formal and 
substantive equality has been identified as an im-
portant contributing factor to violent conflict in Sri 
Lanka (Gunatilleke 2019). While some inroads have 
been made to meeting the infrastructure needs of 
the Northern and Eastern provinces, serious issues 
remain in the areas of job creation, education, 
access to agricultural land, and addressing the 
concerns of women-headed households.

8.1. Access to opportunities

The Barometer survey focused on issues of 
substantive equality and measured the extent to 
which people believe that different social groups 
in the country enjoy equal access to opportuni-
ties, irrespective of differences on the basis of 
religion, language, ethnicity, or gender.

For context, it is important to once again note 
that interviews were conducted between suc-
cessive national lockdowns: periods in which 
constitutionally guaranteed rights were affected, 
including the rights of association, assembly, and 
religious observance.19 

8. Equality of 
Opportunity
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Sri Lankans were asked about the extent to which 
they agreed or disagreed that different communi-
ties have equal opportunities in the country, and 
the results were used to create a composite scale. 

Survey questions
In practice, how much do you agree or dis-
agree that the following communities have 
equal opportunity in Sri Lanka today? 

•	 All religious communities 

•	 All ethnic communities 

•	 All genders/diverse genders 

•	 All language groups

Composite Scale: Equality of Opportunity

0 - Strong disagreement in equality of opportunity 
10 - Strong agreement in equality of opportunity

Survey findings

The Barometer survey found that overall, Sri 
Lankans were relatively neutral about the extent 
of substantive equality in the country today, with 
a mean score of 6.2. Average scores ranged from 
a low of 5.1 in the Eastern Province to a high of 
7 in Uva Province, as shown in Figure 31. Data 
analysis also showed some marginal differences 
according to ethnic groups, ranging from a low of 
5.4 among Muslims to 5.8 among Tamils and 6.2 
among Sinhalese Sri Lankans (see Figure 32).

When disaggregated by spatial location, people 
in estates (5.9) were slightly less likely to agree 
that all groups in Sri Lanka have equal opportuni-
ties, when compared with those in urban (6.1) and 
rural communities (6.2). Average scores were the 
same for men and women (6.2). 

 

Figure 31: Equality of opportunity by province (mean)
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Interpretation of results
 
The Barometer survey found that on average, Sri 
Lankans are very moderate in their agreement over 
the extent of substantive equality in the country. 
This finding is relatively consistent across demo-
graphic groups and geographic areas.

8.2. Conclusion

Equality of opportunity is a critical building block 
for durable peace and meaningful reconciliation 

in Sri Lanka. However, while formal equality is 
upheld through the provisions of the 1978 Con-
stitution, Sri Lankans agree only moderately that 
substantive equality exists in the lived experi-
ences of different groups of people in the coun-
try. Writing in 2009, Gunatilake recommended 
some remedies to persistent inequality, including 
public awareness campaigns on the constitution-
al rights; and ensuring that socially marginalised 
groups participate in the setting of social policy 
priorities that are likely to increase equality.

Equal opportunities for all despite religious, 
ethnic, linguistic and gender differences. 

Community Consultation, North Central Province

Figure 32: Equality of opportunity by ethnic group (mean)
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Active citizenship refers to the willingness of 
citizens to participate in and contribute to posi-
tive change in a country. It also refers to citizens’ 
freedom to choose to take part in civic action and 
engagement without fear of repercussions.  Many 
factors can influence levels of active citizenship. 
On the part of the state, these include a recep-
tiveness within political and governance systems 
and balanced power relations.  In contrast, an in-
accessible, closed body politic can foster apathy, 
disengagement and even fear (Moro 2010; Gomez 
2019).

Active civic engagement can be a powerful force 
in bring people together and recognising their 
shared humanity. As such can transcend political 
differences and polarisation in public discourse. 
When rooted in empathy, equity, and understand-
ing, modes of active citizenship can help societies 
to examine the past, current realities and their 
collective future. In post-conflict societies, active 
citizenship can involve recognising and raising 
marginalised voices. According to Dirksen (2018), 
civic engagement should be rooted in efforts to 
achieve reconciliation and involve dealing with 
issues directly impacting on the present. 

Such forms of engagement can empower citizens 
to critique the status quo, challenge ineffective 
and unjust systems and bring about improve-
ments in their communities. Ideally, citizens 
should increasingly recognise and pursue their 
rights and obligations as opposed to being pas-
sive subjects (Gomez 2019; Changes 2021).  

9.1. Engaging in civic action 

The Barometer survey measured Sri Lankans’ 
recent experiences, as well as willingness to en-
gage in a range of different types of civic actions 
including contacting the media, civil society or-
ganisations and government officials. The survey 
included six items, five of which were used to de-
velop a composite scale of active citizenship. One 
question on the payment of bribes was excluded 
after psychometric testing. 

Survey questions
Have you personally done any of these 
things during the past year or would you 
consider doing them in the future:

•	 Contact the media (radio, TV, or a news-
paper) to complain about a problem? 

•	 Contact an official in your community 
about a problem (local state actors)? 

•	 Contact civil society organisations such 
as NGOs and other non-state actors? 

•	 Contact the local police about a problem? 

•	 Participate in legal and peaceful protest?

Composite Scale: Active Citizenship

0 - Strong disagreement in equality of opportunity 
10 - Strong agreement in equality of opportunity

9. Active
Citizenship
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Survey findings

Analysis of the survey results found low levels 
of active citizenship overall with a mean score 
of only 2.2 (see Figure 33) – although this result 
was in the range of willingness to engage in the 
types of actions suggested if opportunities arose 
to do so. A comparison of results showed a higher 
mean score in the Northern province (5.6) than 
other areas of the country. When disaggregated 
according to ethnic groups, mean scores ranged 
from a low of 2.0 among Sinhalese people, to 2.8 
among Muslims and 4.0 among Tamils. Looking 
at religious groups, mean scores ranged from a 
low of 1.9 among Buddhists to: 2.4 for Christians; 
2.7 for Muslims; 3.4 for Roman Catholics; and 3.9 
for Hindus. Finally, when analysed according to 
sectors, Sri Lankans in estate areas (3.8) recorded 
slightly higher mean scores in civic action than 
those in urban (2.3) or rural (2.1) areas.

Interpretation of results

Overall, Barometer survey findings suggest that 
Sri Lankans’ direct recent experiences of civic 
action through the modes presented are limited.

9.2. Political efficacy – Engaging 
with social and political issues 
Political efficacy refers to peoples’ confidence 
and ability to engage with social and political 
issues. Levels of efficacy may allude to the extent 
that people feel connected to or alienated from a 
country’s political structures and processes. 

The Barometer measured political efficacy using 
three survey items, which were combined to 
develop a composite scale. A fourth item, which 
asked people about the extent to which they 
agreed that “voting is the best way for me to in-
fluence the policies of the country”, was excluded 
due to low reliability and validity as determined 
through psychometric testing.
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Figure 33: Active citizenship by province (mean)
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Survey questions
Thinking about political or social issues, to 
what extent do you agree or disagree with 
the following:

•	 You have enough knowledge to engage 
with social and political issues. 

•	 You are confident to engage with social 
and political issues. 

•	 You vote because it makes a difference.

Composite Scale: Political Efficacy

0 - Strong disagreement 
10 - Strong agreement

Survey findings

Survey results showed that at the national level, 
people have moderate levels of political efficacy 
(6.5), with similar views evident across all ethnic 

and religious groups (see Figure 34). Average 
agreement was slightly higher among people in 
the Northern (8.3) and Uva (7.4) provinces that at 
the national level, as well as among those in the 
estate sector (7.2). 

Interpretation of findings

The finding of overall moderate levels of political 
efficacy suggests there may be opportunities to 
strengthen Sri Lankans’ awareness and under-
standing of social and political issues. 

9.3. Conclusion 
Overall, the Barometer survey results show that 
Sri Lankans are moderately confident in their own 
political efficacy, in areas such as the knowledge 
and ability to engage with political and social 
issues and confidence in the value of voting during 
elections. However, most report low recent levels of 
civic engagement and participation, although this 
finding should also be considered in the context of 
restrictions under successive Covid-19 lockdowns.  

Figure 34: Political efficacy by ethnic group (mean)
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Good governance depends on all stakeholders, 
not only politicians are responsible.

Community Consultation, Sabaragamuwa Province
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Governance is defined as the

“exercise of economic, political, and 
administrative authority to manage a 
country’s affairs at all levels. It comprises 
mechanisms, processes and institutions 
through which citizens and groups artic-
ulate their interests, exercise their legal 
rights, meet their obligations, and mediate 
their differences.” (Weiss 2000, p. 797) 

Holding governments accountable involves mak-
ing sure that these varies mechanisms, processes 
and institutions operate within the law and for the 
benefit of citizens, both vertically and horizontally. 
The latter refers to the

“system of checks and balances among 
executive, legislative and judicial branch-
es, while vertical accountability entails 
the relationship between citizens and 
decision-makers that is marked by trans-
parency, enforceability and answerability.” 
(OECD 2014, p. 23)  

Citizens should always be located at the centre 
of accountable governance structures. Public 
engagement, therefore, is required in defining 
governance agendas and ensuring that people 
feel their views are heard. This can strengthen 
trust between government representatives and 
citizens, and lead to greater social cohesion, ad-
herence to the rule of law and conflict mitigation.

During the community consultation phase of 
the research, Sri Lankans across all provinces 
discussed the importance of responsive leaders, 
who are accountable and answerable for their 
actions. In measuring public perceptions on 
accountability, the Barometer survey also tested 
four key themes: respect for diversity; access to 

economic and political power; equal access to 
services and livelihood opportunities; and respon-
siveness of state institutions. The first two themes 
focus on perceived opportunities to participate 
in governance and are analysed in this section of 
the report, while the latter two are presented in 
Section 11. 

10.1. Respect for others

The Barometer assessed perceptions of the extent 
of mutual respect between Sri Lankans, with a fo-
cus on mother tongue languages and religious be-
liefs. These two survey items were used to develop 
a composite scale measuring respect for others.

Survey questions
In general, do you think people in Sri Lanka 
today have respect for:

•	 The mother tongue of others? 

•	 The religious beliefs of others?

Composite Scale: Respect for Others

0 - Strongly disagree/a limited degree of respect
10 - Strongly agree/a high degree of respect

Survey findings

The survey found that overall, Sri Lankans are 
moderate in their agreement over the extent of 
respect for others in the country today, with a 
mean national score of 6.8. Average scores were 
slightly higher in the Eastern (7.4), Northern (7.6) 
and Uva (7.6) provinces. When analysed accord-
ing to ethnic groups, scores ranged from 6.7 

10. Accountable 
Governance
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among Sinhalese people to 6.8 among Muslims 
and 7.5 among Tamils, as shown in Figure 35.

Interpretation of results

Sri Lankans are moderate in their agreement that 
there is respect for others in the country today, 
suggesting potential room for improvement 
through interventions to build acceptance and 
improve relationships.

10.2. Access to economic 
and political power 

Political power is an important dimension of 
governance. Responsible, accountable leadership 
is crucial to building social cohesion and ensur-
ing peace in post-conflict societies. When power 
relations are viewed as biased or unfair, disadvan-
taged, and marginalised groups may act to resist 
systemic deprivation and exclusion through any 
means available to them. 

The Barometer explored public perceptions about 
which groups in Sri Lanka hold the most power to-
day. This was measured through two separate items 
that tested economic power and political power. 

Survey questions
In Sri Lanka, some groups of people may have 
different amounts of political and economic 
power. Thinking about the following groups of 
people, who do you believe has the most… 

•	 The Sinhala majority 

•	 A small group of Sinhala elites 

•	 A small group of elites from the Tamil 
community 

•	 A small group of elites from the Muslim 
community 

•	 A small group of political and business 
elites from all communities 

•	 None of the above 
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Figure 35: Respect for others by ethnic group (mean)
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Survey findings

Barometer results show that the largest percent-
ages of Sri Lankans believed that both economic 
power (43.3%) and political power (59.6%) are held 
by elites from all communities, rather than ascrib-
ing these to people of any specific ethnic group, 
as shown in Figure 36.

The second greatest response to both survey 
items was that these are concentrated in the Sin-
halese majority, as the main holders of economic 
(26.6%) and political (30.1%) power. Just over a 
fifth (22.9%) of Sri Lankans also answered that 
economic power is held mainly by a small group 
of elites from the Muslim community, although 
perceptions of the political power of this group 
were lower (8.5%) in comparison. 

Interpretation of results

Survey results show that most Sri Lankans ascribe 
both political and economic power to be mainly 

concentrated among elites from all different com-
munities in the country. 

10.3. Conclusion

Overall, survey findings show a moderate assess-
ment of respect for others in Sri Lanka today. As 
such, there may be opportunities to acknowledge 
and promote the role and value of the diverse 
languages and religious beliefs in the country as 
integral parts of Sri Lankan society, culture, and 
identity. 

The finding that most political and econom-
ic power is held by elites from across different 
communities may be viewed as positive in that 
these are not necessarily seen as concentrat-
ed within one particular social group. However, 
accountable citizen-centred governance means 
striving to ensure that both economic and polit-
ical opportunities and resources are accessible 
to all people across different communities in the 
country, and not only elites. 

Understand the aspirations of all citizens and act accordingly. 
Community Consultation,North Western Province

Figure 36: Perceived holders of economic and political power (%)
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Internationally, political, and good governance 
theory have shifted from focusing on state secu-
rity to the security of people and communities.20 
This change has seen the increasing prioritisation 
of livelihoods, and human dignity for all persons – 
including non-victors (those who “lost the war”) in 
post-conflict societies. 

Sri Lanka, however, has remained in the “nation 
at risk” paradigm even after the end of the armed 
conflict, and the Prevention of Terrorism Act and 
emergency regulations have taken precedence over 
the Constitution. The rights and freedoms of citizens 
have been restricted for almost thirty years. Human 
security has also been threatened by post-war 
economic policies, which have focused on financing 
development and infrastructure but also brought 
about over indebtedness, a lack of decent work, and 
poor social security (Civil Society Shadow Report to 
the Committee on ESCR 2017).

Feelings of safety and dignified treatment make 
unity and peace possible and sustainable. They 
take away fear and nourish trust between com-
munities, thus underpinning security and wellbe-
ing for all people, irrespective of ethnicity, lan-
guage, religion, or gender. From this perspective, 
security and wellbeing are important prerequi-
sites for reconciliation.

20.  The 1994 Human Development Report introduces a new concept of human security, which equates security with people 
rather than territories, with development rather than arms. It examines both the national and the global concerns of human 
security. The Report seeks to deal with these concerns through a new paradigm of sustainable human development, captur- 
ing the potential peace dividend, a new form of development co-operation, and a restructured system of global institutions. 
See: UNDP, 1994, Human Development Report: New Dimensions of Human Security. http://www.hdr.undp.org/en/content/hu- 
man-development-report-1994. 

11.1. Relative household wellbeing

During the war many Sri Lankans experienced 
profound insecurity. In the North and East in 
particular, people lost their homes, land and 
valuables including critical documentation such 
as identity papers, bank documents and property 
deeds. Many were displaced multiple times and 
for prolonged periods. These conditions were 
antithetical to feels of wellbeing. 

The Barometer survey assessed Sri Lankans’ feelings 
of wellbeing at present, specifically relative to that 
of other families in their communities and the rest 
of the country. These two survey items were used to 
develop a composite scale of relative wellbeing.

Survey questions
How would you rate the overall wellbeing of 
your family when compared to other families 
in your local community?

How would you rate the overall wellbeing of 
your family when compared to other families 
in the rest of the country? 

Composite Scale: Relative Wellbeing

0 - Household much worse off than others
10 - Household much better off than others

11. Security
and Wellbeing
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Survey findings

Overall, most Sri Lankans viewed their household 
as worse off than others, with a national mean 
score of 2.8. Averages ranged from lows of 1.8 in 
the Northern and Sabaragamua provinces to a 
high of 3.7 in Uva province, as shown in Figure 37.

Interpretation of results

Survey findings suggest that Sri Lankans 
throughout the country and across different 
social groups consistently consider their own 
families to be worse off than others. Further fu-
ture research could be considered to explore any 
possible variation in these findings according to 
variables such as socioeconomic class; as well as 
perceptions about which families/households in 
Sri Lanka are better off and why.

11.2. Threats to household wellbeing

Sri Lankans were also asked about what they be-
lieved to be the biggest threats to the wellbeing 
of their households. Their responses were coded 
using a code list. This report presents the findings 
for the first response. 

Survey questions
What do you feel are the biggest threats 
to the wellbeing of your household at the 
present time?

Survey findings

Analysis of the survey results showed that the 
highest percentages of Sri Lankans believe the 
biggest threats to their livelihoods to be the 
inability to earn an adequate income (26.4%); the 
high cost of living (16.4%); and Covid-19 and its 
impacts (8.8%).

Figure 37: Relative household wellbeing by province (mean)

2.8

3

2.7

1.8

3.2

3

2.9

3.7

1.8

2.8

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4

Western

Central

Southern

Northern

Eastern

N. Western

N. Central

Uva

Sabaragamuwa

National

0 – Worse off
2.5 – Somewhat worse off
5 – The same
7.5 – Somewhat better off 
10 – Better off

.0

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0
1.2

1.6

1.8

2

1.4

1.2

1.4

1.7

1.1

1.4

0 1 2 3 4 5

Western

Central

Southern

Northern

Eastern

North Western

North Central

Uva

Sabaragamuwa

National

0 – Never
2.5 – Just once or twice 
5 – Several times
7.5 – Many times
10 – Always

1.2

1.6

1.8

2

1.4

1.2

1.4

1.7

1.1

1.4

0 1 2 3 4 5

Western

Central

Southern

Northern

Eastern

North Western

North Central

Uva

Sabaragamuwa

National

0 – Never
2.5 – Just once or twice 
5 – Several times
7.5 – Many times
10 – Always



118 SRI LANKA BAROMETER

Interpretation of results

At the time the survey was conducted most Sri 
Lankans indicated that their livelihoods were 
most threated by structural economic factors, 
namely the inability to earn enough and/or the 
high cost of living in the country. As discussed in 
Section 6, this finding is consistent with the World 
Bank’s assessment that poverty rates increased 
between 2019 and 2020. In addition, national 
lockdowns in response to the Covid-19 pandem-
ic have had further economic consequences, 
including the losses of jobs and businesses. 

11.3. Access to services 

Household wellbeing and economic security de-
pend on access to basic services including water 
and sanitation, housing, healthcare, and educa-
tion. Table 2 provides an overview of the current 
status of some of these services.

The Barometer asked Sri Lankans about their 
ease of access to both basic and auxiliary ser-
vices. These survey items were used to develop 
two composite scales measuring: (1) access to 
basic services; and (2) access to auxiliary services. 
It is important to note that results are based on 
people’s perceptions and experiences and not 
on verified primary data, such as proximity to 
schools, healthcare facilities, etc.

Survey questions
How would you rate the ease of access that 
you and your family have to the following: 

•	 Water and sanitation 

•	 Housing facilities 

•	 Education & training skills development 

•	 Health services 

velopment rather than arms. It 
examines both the national and the 
global concerns of human security. 
The Report seeks to deal with these 
concerns through a new paradigm of 
sustainable human development, cap-
turing the potential peace dividend, a 
new form 

Figure 38: Biggest threats to household at the present time (%, first mention)

  Inability to earn an adequate income

  High cost of living/econimic issues

  Covid-19 and it's impacts

  Other

  Disability and chronic illness of a famiy member

  Death of a family member

  Lack of clean drinking water

  Drug addiction

  Lack of space in the house

  Missing/dissappeared family members

  Recurring natural disasters

  Too much debt

  Lack of a clean environment

  Nothing



119Security and Wellbeing

Survey questions (cont.)
 
How would you rate the ease of access that 
you and your family have to the following 
auxiliary services:

•	 Extension services21 

•	 Access to law enforcement agencies 

•	 Livelihood resources such as land  
and fishing rights

Composite Scales: 
Access to Basic Services
Access to Auxiliary Services

0 - Extremely difficult
10 - Extremely easy

21.  Extension services are provided by offices who visit homes, such as midwives to advice women on pre- and post-natal care 
or child nutrition or farmers on growing crops and animal husbandry. 

Survey findings

Survey results show that Sri Lankans report-
ed moderate ease of access to services overall, 
although mean access to basic services (6.4) was 
slightly higher than auxiliary services (5.3), as 
shown in Figure 38. When analysed according to 
province, average ease of access scores ranged 
from a low of 5.3 in the Northern province to highs 
of 6.7 in the Eastern and Western provinces. 

The survey items measuring access to auxiliary 
services results in high percentages of missing 
values, possibly because these are in lower de-
mand when compared with more universal basic 
services. Consistent with results for basic services, 
average access to auxiliary services was lowest in 
the Northern province (4.1) and ranged to a high of 
5.7 in the Northern Central province. 

velopment rather than arms. It 
examines both the national and the 
global concerns of human security. 
The Report seeks to deal with these 
concerns through a new paradigm of 
sustainable human development, cap-
turing the potential peace dividend, a 
new form 
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Figure 39: Access to basic and auxiliary services by province (mean)
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Results for ease of service access were also dis-
aggregated according to ethnic groups. Figure 
39 shows that average access to basic services 
ranged from a low of 5.7 among Tamils, to 6.4 
among Muslims and 6.5 among Sinhanlese. Follow-
ing a similar pattern, average access to auxiliary 
services ranged from a low of 4.8 among Tamils, 
to 5.0 among Muslims and 5.4 among Sinhanlese 
people. No differences were found in average lev-
els of access between males and females. 

Interpretation of results

Overall, Sri Lankans reported moderate access 
to both basic and auxiliary services, with slightly 
lower average scores in respect to the latter. 

11.4. Personal and community safety

The Barometer survey also assessed Sri Lankan’s 
perceptions about their own safety in a num-
ber of different settings, specifically prior to the 
Covid-19 pandemic: at home; in public places 
(parks, halls, markets); in places of worship; and 
while using public transport. Using these survey 
items, a composite scale was developed measur-
ing personal safety. 

People were also asked about how safe they feel 
with the presence of a range of law enforcement 
authorities present in their communities: the po-
lice, military, and the state intelligence operatives.
These items were specifically included based on 
fears expressed by Sri Lankans in the community 
consultations, and particularly in the North and 
East given the proximity to military camps and out-
posts set up during the war. A second composite 
scale was developed measuring community safety.

Survey questions
Before the start of Covide-19 in Sri Lanka, 
how safe did you feel in the following places:

•	 At home? 

•	 In public places (parks, halls, markets)? 

•	 In places of worship (church, mosque, 
temple)? 

•	 In public transportation? 

•	 At work?

Figure 40: Ease of access to basic and auxiliary services by ethnic group (mean)
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Survey questions (cont.)

How safe do you feel having the following 
in your community?

•	 The police? 

•	 The military? 

•	 State intelligence operatives?

Composite Scales: 
Personal Safety
Community Safety

0 - Not safe at all
10 - Very safe

Survey findings

The Barometer found that Sri Lankans felt moder-
ately safe in personal settings prior to the pan-
demic, with an overall mean score of 6.6. As shown 
in Figure 40, when analysed according to ethnic 
group, average personal safety scores ranged from 

a low of 5.8 among Tamils to 6.6 among Sinhalese 
and 7.1 among Muslim Sri Lankans. 
Overall, survey results showed higher average 
community safety scores than personal safety, 
with a national mean of 8.5 (see Figure 40). Here, 
average scores ranged from a low of 6.1 among 
Tamils to 7.6 among Muslims and 8.9 among Sin-
halese Sri Lankans. 

Interpretation of results

Given that Sri Lankans have experienced spo-
radic outbursts of hate speech and violence in 
the post-conflict period, the finding that most 
Sri Lankans felt only moderately safe in personal 
spaces prior to the pandemic is perhaps to be ex-
pected. Notably, although texts from the commu-
nity consultations surfaced feelings of fear and 
insecurity around the presence of and proximity 
to state authorities. Survey results found high 
reported levels of average community safety 
among Sinhala people (8.9) , while the community 
safety among the Tamils (6.1) was less safe.

Figure 41: Personal and community safety by ethnic group (mean)
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11.5. Freedom of expression and as-
sociation

The Barometer also assessed perceptions about 
the extent of freedom of expression and associa-
tion in Sri Lanka today. Six survey items were used 
to develop a composite scale.

Survey questions
Citizens enjoy different freedoms in their 
countries. In Sri Lanka, do you agree or 
disagree that you are free to:

•	 Say or write what you think 

•	 Join any political organisation 

•	 Practice your religion 

•	 Join a peaceful protest 

•	 Use the language of your choice 

•	 Follow a livelihood of your choice

Composite Scale: Personal Freedom

0 - Strong disagreement
10 - Strong agreement

 

Survey findings

Overall Sri Lankans reported moderate levels of 
personal freedom, with a mean national score of 
6.5. There was very little difference in average 
scores between provinces, ranging from a low of 
6.3 in the Eastern province to a high of 6.9 in Uva 
province, as shown in Figure 41.

Interpretation of results

Barometer findings suggest that Sri Lankans 
feel they are moderately free in their abilities to 
express themselves and associate with others. 
With the proposed new bill, under the National 
Cyber Security Strategy, to control social media, 
now being drafted, the picture may change. It will 
be important to assess the extent of change in 
future survey rounds. 
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11.6. State responsiveness

As an additional component of security and 
wellbeing, the Barometer measured Sri Lankans’ 
perceptions of the responsiveness of the State. 
This was measured using three survey items asking 
about different levels of government, which were 
used to develop a composite scale. 

Survey questions
Based on what you know and what you 
have heard from others, how responsive 
would you say are the following government 
institutions and officials to looking after the 
needs of you and your family:

•	 Divisional Secretariat?  

•	 Local authorities (urban council,  
pradeshiya sabha)? 

•	 Grama Niladhari (village administrative 
officer)?

Composite Scale: State Responsiveness

0 - Unresponsive
10 - Very responsive

Survey findings
Results show that Sri Lankans perceive state insti-
tutions/officials to be somewhat responsive, with 
a mean overall score of 7.8. Average scores ranged 
from a low of 7.1 in the Central province to 8.5 in 
Eastern province, as shown in Figure 42. 

Higher percentages of missing values were record-
ed in questions on Divisional Secretariats and local 
authorities, suggesting that Sri Lankans may be 
less familiar with these institutions/officials than 
local GNs.

Figure 43: State responsiveness by province (mean)
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Interpretation of results

The Barometer found moderately high assess-
ments of state responsiveness overall, with only 
slight variation between provinces. 

11.7. Lived Poverty Index

The Lived Poverty Index (LPI) was developed by 
Afrobarometer as an “experiential measure that is 
based on a series of survey questions about how 
frequently people actually go without basic neces-
sities during the course of a year” (Mattes 2020, p. 
3). A version of the LPI was implemented in the Sri 
Lanka Barometer using five survey items measur-
ing frequency, based on five-point scales. 

Survey questions

Over the past year, how often, if ever, have 
you or anyone in your family?

•	 Without enough food to eat
•	 Without clean water
•	 Without medicines /medical treatment
•	 Without enough fuel
•	 Without a cash income

Lived Poverty Index
0 - Never
5 - Always

Figure 44: Lived Poverty Index by province (mean)
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Survey findings

Survey results found low levels of lived pover-
ty overall, with a national score of 1.4. Provincial 
means varied slightly from a low of 1.1 in Sabarag-
amuwa to a high of 2.0 in the Northern Province, 
as shown in Figure 43.

Interpretation of results

Barometer findings suggest that most Sri Lankans 
have rarely experienced the lived poverty repre-
sented through the LPI. Recent research conduct-
ed by UNICEF/UNDP found households reporting 
income losses as the Covid-19 pandemic contin-
ues22 and may foreshadow possible future chang-
es in LPI results in subsequent Barometer rounds.  

11.8. Conclusion

Although theory and practice in some contexts 
has begun prioritising human livelihoods and 
wellbeing over state security concerns, this is not 
necessarily the case in Sri Lanka. The Barometer 
sought to assess Sri Lankans’ perceptions about 
their security and wellbeing using a wide range 
of variables and composite measures. 

22.   See Covid-19 Crisis Household Impact 2020 Telephone Survey, UNICEF/UNDP, 2020.

Survey results show that Sri Lankans felt moder-
ately safe in their daily lives (pre-pandemic), at 
places such as their homes, workplaces and on 
public transport. Survey data shows that mem-
bers of the Tamil community who are most likely 
to live in proximity to military camps felt less than 
safe in their communities, while the other com-
munities felt more safe  People also felt moder-
ately free in their abilities to express themselves 
and associate with others. 

Furthermore, Sri Lankans reported moderate ease 
of access to the basic services they need, and 
relatively high levels of responsiveness from state 
institutions/officials. 

Most Sri Lankans rarely experienced the types of 
deprivation measured through the LPI. However, 
the majority view themselves as relatively worse 
off than their compatriots. In addition, economic 
concerns related the inability to earn an ade-
quate income and the high cost of living were 
identified as leading threats to well-being and 
these are likely exacerbated by lockdowns during 
the Covid-19 pandemic. 

By ensuring security and wellbeing, all citizens can 
live in a society free of fear and suspicion. 

Community Consultation, Southern Province
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The end of the war in 2009 brought about new 
hopes for reconciliation, rebuilding relationships 
and communities, and moving forward as a country 
towards a sustainable peace. Despite the various 
efforts and interventions by the government, civil 
society organisations and others, many challenges 
and barriers remain. 

The Sri Lanka Barometer project posits that pros-
pects for reconciliation and peace are more likely 
to succeed if citizens’ needs and expectations are 
clearly understood and taken into account. The 
process of designing the Barometer began with 
wide ranging public consultations to identify and 
conceptualise the main domains of reconciliation. 
This consultative approach, and the overall prerog-
ative of measuring progress in reconciliation, fol-
lows on the recommendations made by the LLRC, 
CTF and in the 2019 Diyawanna Declaration. 

The Sri Lanka Barometer survey was developed 
to measure public perceptions, identify issues 
of critical importance, assess relationships be-
tween people in the country, and inform leaders 
and policymakers going forward.  The Barometer 
responds to the diverse nature of the Sri Lankan 
polity, accommodates the multi-faceted aspects 
of reconciliation, and helps capture the changing 
needs and aspirations of people everywhere.

12.1. Reflections on the research 
process

The Barometer survey was the first of its kind in the 
country, and as such a significant amount of time 
and effort went into reviewing relevant literature 
and putting in place measures to ensure the rigour 
and validity of its findings. The views and expe-
riences of experts, as well as local communities, 
were used to inform the survey design. 

The eight conceptual domains that were identi-
fied include a multitude of issues and conditions 
that are important for achieving reconciliation; 
but these do not provide a singular definition. 
The design of the survey questionnaire itself was 
guided by specialist research in each thematic 
area and taking into account qualitative texts 
from the focus groups. 

Data collection took place in 2020 between 
pandemic lockdowns. Despite concerns about the 
pandemic and its far-reaching consequences, Sri 
Lankans took the time to participate and carefully 
consider all of the research questions posed to 
them. 

12. Reflections and Conclusions
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12.2. Key conclusions

The Barometer provides a baseline picture of the 
extent of reconciliation among Sri Lankans today, 
as conceptualised through the eight domains 
identified. 

Overall, Sri Lankans view reconciliation positive-
ly and associate it with national unity. Although 
most still feel a sense of belonging among others 
of the same ethnic group, there is also gener-
al agreement that it is important to construct a 
shared national identity. 

At the same time, levels of mutual respect are 
moderate and social trust between groups 
is low in the country. Many Sri Lankans believe 
ethnicity to be a leading source of discrimination. 
Work may remain to improve the quality of these 
relationships if an inclusive, shared national identi-
ty is to be accepted. 

The Barometer also found demand for reconcili-
ation among Sri Lankans, and this was relatively 
consistent throughout the country despite the dis-
proportionate impact of the armed conflict in some 
areas. However, many people are both unaware of 
the institutions charged with advancing imple-
mentation and unsure of the progress that the 
country has made so far. 

The majority of Sri Lankans agree that it is im-
portant to recognise and address the events that 
occurred in the past. However, there was greater 
support for direct reparations to people whose 
livelihoods and property tenure was affected by 
the war, than for symbolic gestures such as memo-
rialisation.

After many decades of conflict, most Sri Lankans 
reject the use of violence between and against 
civilians, across all the different groups in the 
country. In the period prior to the Covid-19 pan-

demic, most people felt safe in their communities 
despite the presence of military and law enforce-
ment authorities. Yet Sri Lankans only felt moder-
ately safe in more personal spaces, such as their 
homes, workplaces and places of worship; and only 
moderately free in their abilities to express them-
selves openly and associate with others. 

Notably, the survey found that Sri Lankans view 
political issues – including influence, inter-
ference, and a lack of will – to be the leading 
obstacles to effectively addressing the past, 
achieving reconciliation and delivering justice 
to victims of past abuses. Trust in key political 
institutions is also moderate. Although Sri Lankans 
are moderately confident in their own abilities to 
engage with the political and social issues of the 
day, most have not recently taken part in civic 
actions – although opportunities were also limited 
by national lockdowns. Political power is viewed as 
concentrated among a small group of elites origi-
nating from all different groups in the country.

Sri Lankans also identified a number of critical 
economic concerns through the Barometer. 
Despite worsening poverty levels, most do not 
regularly experience the types of deprivation 
measured through the LPI and reported moderate 
ease of access to the basic services they need. At 
the same time, the inability to earn an adequate 
income and the high cost of living were identi-
fied as leading threats to well-being, and most Sri 
Lankans view themselves as relatively worse off 
than others in their communities and throughout 
the country. Economic status is seen as a leading 
source of discrimination, and there is only moder-
ate substantive equality between the lived experi-
ences of different groups of people in the country. 
Economic power, like political, is thought to be 
concentrated with elites rather than distributed 
among all Sri Lankans. 
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Reconciliation

Conceptualising 
reconciliation in 
Sri Lanka  

● How adequate are the domains in capturing the factors that condition reconcilia-
tion i.e., lie at the heart or form the foundation of this issue? 

● In the expressions of “unity”, “peace”, “harmony”, which first comes to mind for 
most people describe a desired state when discussing reconciliation? Is it simply 
a response that describes a normative state or does it carry a deeper meaning for 
respondents? What does “unity” really mean in Sri Lanka’s multi-ethnic polity? 

● The Barometer defines progress in reconciliation as improved relations between 
different ethnic religious and language groups. Are there other definitions of 
progress? What are these?

Stakeholder 
approaches to 
achieving 
reconciliation 

●	 Reconciliation is deeply personal. Do the current approaches to reconciliation 
by the state and civil society actors and peacemakers address this aspect or do 
interventions generally focus on programmes, policies, and activities? 

●	 When institution, policies, and programmes are created to deal with the impact 
of the armed conflict on people fail, how does its success/ failure affect victims, 
society, and the nation at large?

Experiencing 
reconciliation 

●	 How do Sri Lankans who have not experienced a war-related personal loss, expe-
rience reconciliation? 

●	 How do Sri Lankans who have experienced a personal war-related loss experi-
ence reconciliation? 

●	 Which institutions are the most important to furthering reconciliation? What are 
people’s experiences of these institutions?  

●	 How does political will and corruption impact on reconciliation and how is this 
expressed in people’s perceptions? 

●	 How do women experience reconciliation? Is there a difference? Women are, in 
Sri Lanka and elsewhere in the world, believed to be peace makers and “uniters”. 
In the survey findings women’s perceptions on most questions are similar to 
those of men. The disaggregation appears to not bring up differences in women’s 
voices. How can this be explained? 

13. Way Forward

This report presents the baseline findings from 
the first round of the Sri Lanka Barometer per-
ception survey. The study aims to capture public 
perceptions on reconciliation and related issues 
over time to inform public discourse in Sri Lanka. 
Subsequent survey rounds will allow for com-
parison and the tracking of changes in views on 
reconciliation over time. 

The Sri Lanka Barometer initiative also intends to 
continue commissioning thematic studies using 
qualitative methodologies that allow greater 
depth of exploration than the quantitative survey. 
This will be an ongoing process that increases 
understanding of reconciliation and the evidence 
base of the Barometer. To help stimulate further 
work in this area, this section points out gaps in 
the research and areas for further explanation, 
drawing on the Barometer findings and presented 
within the eight reconciliation domains. 
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Factors that im-
pact perceptions 
of reconciliation 

●	 What factors shape people’s views on reconciliation? Both negative and positive 
views on reconciliation influence public perception – but to what extent?  

●	 How powerful are the influences of politicians and the media in shaping people’s 
views on reconciliation?  

●	 Which has more influence – gentle positive stories relating to peace or harangues 
and rants or hateful comments? 

●	 Why do Sri Lankans think that reconciliation is desirable?

Constructively Dealing with the Past

Determinants of 
dealing with 
the past

●	 Is how the past acknowledged culturally determined?  

●	 Is the belief that confronting the past leads to more conflict and mistrust a 
“homegrown” belief?  

●	 Is confronting the past in the context of the war, a political act – seen as being 
influenced by an outside agenda?

Politicization of 
dealing with
the past

●	 How does political interference and influence form a barrier to dealing with the past? 
Is it a perception that relates to the courts and the dispensation of justice to victims? 

●	 Who has benefited from the rebuilding efforts after the war and what are the 
personal and societal impacts of neglecting the demands for justice and the rule 
of law?

Justice for All

Demanding justice •	 Does the narrowing gap between the demand for justice in the North and the 
East and the demand for economic and social justice in the South impact on 
fostering a deeper understanding between the ethnic groups in the South and 
the North? 

Militarisation •	 Does the increased militarisation in the South promote a coming together of 
people’s groups from different ethnic groups? Without an understanding of the 
mutual benefits of such a united effort, is there possibility for true unity?

Justification of 
violence 

•	 If Sri Lankan citizens state that violence cannot be justified under any circumstances, 
why is there so much violence and police brutality? Why are there such high numbers 
of child victims of violence perpetrated by parents, guardians, and teachers? 

Refelections and Conclusions

Reconciliation (cont.)
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Identity and Belonging

Defining identity •	 What conclusions may be drawn about the factors which the data indicates are 
bases of identity?  Has there been a shift away from the traditional language, 
ethnicity, religion factors? If so, what caused the shift?

Majority and mi-
nority identities in-
fluencing identity 

•	 How do people living in primarily Sinhala communities perceive Sri Lankan-ness 
when compared with citizens of mostly Tamil or mostly Muslim communities?

Diversity 
and identity 

•	 How do people of different ethno-religious and cultural identities experience 
Sinhala/Tamil nationalism in daily interactions? 

•	 Does living among a mixed community increase the desire for a strong Sri Lankan 
identity?

Interpersonal, Social, and Political Trust

Drivers of trust/
mistrust 

•	 What strengthens or weakens trust among and within social groups in Sri Lanka? 

•	 Has the level of social trust been affected by the divisive rhetoric and experienc-
es of people living in different regions, particularly those who have been more 
marginalised over the years for various reasons, and does this go beyond the 
effects of the armed conflict? 

•	 How does social homogeneity versus heterogeneity affect how people trust 
those who are different to them? 

Dynamism of trust •	 What practices or events in the public domain impact on the erosion of political 
trust defined as people’s trust in the institutions related to reconciliation? 

•	 Are people unsure of whom they can trust, reflecting the dynamism of trust and 
the impact that the external context can have on levels of trust? 

Other aspects •	 What is the reason for the findings from Uva and Sabaragamuva which for centu-
ries have been neglected by the state?   

•	 How is social trust affected by the interconnectedness of driving factors that 
affect multiple levels of engagement for people? 

 
Equal Opportunity

Awareness of 
equality as a right 

•	 Is awareness of fundamental rights a foundation for economic, social, and politi-
cal advancement among women and men?  

•	 To what extent are regular citizens aware of the right to equality?
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Active Citizenship

Factors that en-
courage/discour-
age active citizen-
ship

•	 Does low trust levels have an impact on the low levels of citizen activism? 

•	 Does fear of reprisals prevent citizens from standing up for their own or the rights 
of others?

Political influence 
on active citizen-
ship 

•	 Does the prevailing culture of political patronage hold citizens back from chal-
lenging the status quo?

Accountable Governance

Acceptance of 
diversity

•	 How does the low acceptance of diversity or respect of others’ religions manifest 
itself in Sri Lankan society? 

Effects of greater 
respect

•	 How do members of minorities experience the lack of respect for their religion 
or culture? How does the majority community experience the lack of respect for 
their religion or culture? 

Experiences of 
discrimination 

•	 How do people of all ethnic groups experience systemic or individual discrimina-
tion in their everyday lives?

Economic and 
political power

•	 How does the exercise of political and economic power and control by a small 
group of political elites impact on social harmony? Does it help or hinder social 
harmony?

Security and Wellbeing

Impact of well-
being factors on 
reconciliation 

•	 How will the growing economic insecurity and the attempts by individuals to de-
flect attention away from the failure of governance impact on unity and peace?  

•	 Will policies and programmes of the past and those currently being implemented 
hold the fragile relationships among ethnic groups together?

Refelections and Conclusions
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“Sri Lanka is a multi-cultural country - reconciliation is attainable if friendly relations 
among groups are established; this will in turn help nation-building.”

Community Consultation, Kandy District 

“The thought that the majority should get the priority – that thought is a hindrance.”
Community Consultation, Ratnapura District

“Reconciliation is a peaceful mind.”
Community Consultation, Matara District 

“Reconciliation can happen only when people FEEL it. When you are treated differently you 
can’t feel it. When you don’t get equal treatment, you can’t feel the urge to live in harmony.”

Community Consultation, Mullaitivu District

The Sri Lanka Barometer “Our Voices, Our Choices” 
comes at a critical time in the country’s journey to 
national reconciliation and aims to fill an important 
gap in understanding people’s experiences in the 
post-war period, their perceptions about progress 
made to date, and their expectations about the 
work that remains. It comprises four key compo-
nents: (1) an annual, island-wide public opinion sur-
vey, (2) thematic studies using largely qualitative 
methodologies, (3) discussion papers and concept 
notes, and (4) an outreach component. 

The Barometer is an initiative of the Strengthening 
Reconciliation Processes (SRP) programme funded by 
the European Union and the German Federal Foreign 
Office; and implemented by the German Technical 
Cooperation (GIZ) and the British Council in Sri Lanka, 
in partnership with the Ministry of Justice. 

It is implemented through a Consortium that seeks 
to generate evidence on citizens’ understanding 
and expectations about reconciliation and social 
cohesion to inform public discourse. Together with 
SRP, the Consortium currently includes the Centre 
for Poverty Analysis (CEPA) in Sri Lanka and the 
South African Institute for Justice and Reconcil-
iation (IJR). Discussions are underway to include 
the Open University of Sri Lanka (OUSL) in the next 
phase of the Barometer in 2022. 

For more information please see
www.thebarometer.lk


