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This report presents key findings from the 2025 Sri Lanka Barometer (SLB) National Public Opinion Survey on Reconciliation, offering 
insights into public perceptions of reconciliation, accountable governance, and active citizenship. Building on three earlier rounds of SLB 
data (2020, 2021, 2023), it provides a time series analysis that captures changing attitudes across a period of political and economic 
change. 

Set against the backdrop of the country’s pivotal political transition in 2024, the report examines Sri Lankans’ opinions on where the 
country stands today in terms of reconciliation and related issues. It explores people’s aspirations, expectations, needs, and priorities as 
they navigate a period of change and uncertainty. This contributes to a deeper understanding of both the evolving relationship between 
citizens and the state, and the prospects for inclusive and sustainable reconciliation in Sri Lanka. By capturing these perspectives through 
the survey, the SLB aims to inform policymaking, public discourse, and civil society efforts to advance reconciliation and social cohesion 
in the country. 

The SLB Survey uses a quantitative, structured approach grounded in a conceptual framework developed through community and expert 
consultations. Instead of adopting a narrow definition of reconciliation, the framework captures it through eight interconnected dimensions: 
Dealing with the Past, Justice for All, Identity and Belonging, Trust, Equality of Opportunity, Active Citizenship, Accountable Governance, 
and Security and Wellbeing. These dimensions, along with their sub-dimensions and indicators, serve as the foundation for systematically 
measuring public perceptions and experiences related to reconciliation.

The 2025 survey sampled 3,876 Sri Lankans aged 18 and above, randomly selected using a nationally representative sampling frame, with a 
95% confidence level and a 1.6% margin of error at the national level. Data collection took place in January and February 2025. 

The SLB operates through a collaborative partnership between The Insights Initiative, the Institute for Justice and Reconciliation (IJR), and 
the Strengthening Social Cohesion and Peace in Sri Lanka (SCOPE) programme, co-funded by the European Union and the German Federal 
Foreign Office and implemented by GIZ in collaboration with the Government of Sri Lanka.

Key findings from this report are summarised below. Findings are presented either as mean scores on a scale of 0-10, with higher scores 
representing greater sentiment towards the concept being measured, or as frequencies (percentage of the population).

Reconciliation Amid the Political Transition

This section explores how citizens understand and experience reconciliation amid the 2024/2025 political transition. It examines public 
demand and perceived progress of reconciliation, explores how reconciliation is understood by the public, sheds light on perceived barriers 
to its realisation, and identifies the actors and institutions that citizens believe bear primary responsibility for advancing it.

	y While public demand for reconciliation has remained consistently high since 2020 (national mean score of 8.1 in 2025) perceived 
progress continues to lag (national mean score of 6.4 in 2025), highlighting a persistent reconciliation deficit. This deficit is most 
pronounced among Sri Lankan Tamils and Up-Country Tamils. 

	y Almost half of respondents (48.5%) understand the meaning of reconciliation as unity and positive relations between groups, marking 
an increasing convergence towards a relationship-based understanding of reconciliation.

	y When considering who should bear the greatest responsibility for reconciliation, public opinion is split between political actors 
(50.7% citing the president, government, or politicians) and all people (40.5% citing collective societal responsibility). A gendered 
divergence emerges in that men look more to political institutions and actors, while women place more emphasis on shared public 
responsibility. 

	y Perceptions of political barriers to reconciliation have decreased significantly in 2025, particularly regarding a lack of political will 
(from 25.7% in 2020 to 10.4% in 2025) and divisive nationalist politics (from 37.5% in 2020 to 6.0% in 2025).

	y Reconciliation institutions are viewed as important, indicated by a national mean score of 7.8, with even higher mean scores in the 
Northern and Eastern Provinces (8.3 and 8.2 respectively).

Systems, Structures, and Space for Reconciliation 

This section examines how citizens perceive the country’s governance structures and the civic spaces necessary for reconciliation. It 
focuses on public views of political trust, corruption, and personal freedoms, offering insight into the perceived integrity and effectiveness 
of institutions and the degree of openness in Sri Lanka’s post-war democratic space.

	y Political trust increased significantly across most provinces, reaching the highest levels recorded since 2020 (national mean score of 
6.9 in 2025). However, this trend is not consistent across the entire country, with political trust declining in the Northern and Eastern 
Provinces.

	y Perceptions of corruption in the public sector are moderately high (national mean score of 6.1). The Northern and Eastern Provinces 
report slightly higher levels of perceived corruption (mean scores of 6.5 and 6.4 respectively).

	y More than a third of people (38.7%) believe the current government will be effective or very effective in addressing corruption, 
compared to only 12.5% who believe previous governments were effective or very effective in doing so. 

	y Perceptions of personal freedom rose sharply in 2025 to a national mean score of 7.4, up from 6.0 in 2023, marking the highest score 
in this indicator since SLB data collection commenced in 2020.
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	y National mean scores for perceived community safety are high (8.5 in 2025), with lower levels yet significant improvements reported 
in the Northern and Eastern Provinces.

Civic Participation for Reconciliation 

This section explores how Sri Lankans perceive their own role in driving change for reconciliation. It focuses on their confidence to 
participate in civic and political matters (internal political efficacy), sense of influence over political outcomes (political agency), views on 
state responsiveness (external political efficacy), and motivation to engage politically.

	y Internal political efficacy has increased (national mean score of 6.1 in 2023 and 6.7 in 2025). However, gender disparities persist, with 
women reporting lower levels than men (mean scores of 6.4 and 7.0 respectively).

	y The national mean score for political agency is moderately low (standing at 4.3 in 2025), with Up-Country Tamils reporting the lowest 
sense of agency (mean score of 3.8).

	y Perceptions of state responsiveness have declined in most provinces in 2025. The Northern Province recorded the sharpest drop 
since 2023 (from a mean score of 8.5 to 7.5), while the Eastern Province shows the steepest overall decline since 2020 (from a mean 
score of 8.5 to 6.9).

	y Motivation to engage politically, which peaked during the 2022 crisis, dipped in 2023 but recovered somewhat by 2025. Younger 
citizens aged 18 to 30 show more motivation to engage (39.8%), while people aged 61 and older report the most disengagement 
(63.2%).

	y Active citizenship levels have increased since the last survey iteration (from a national mean score of 1.1 in 2023 to 2.1 in 2025), with 
the highest levels recorded in the Northern Province.  

Concluding Observations

The results of the 2025 SLB Survey provide important and unique insights into how citizens perceive the current state of reconciliation 
amid the political transition; their views on governance systems, structures, and spaces as they relate to the advancement of reconciliation; 
and their assessments of their own capacity and influence in driving change for reconciliation.

Within these thematic areas and across the 2025 survey results, some areas of tension become apparent. These include contrasts between 
public optimism and persistent scepticism, shared priorities alongside disparate lived experiences, and renewed civic engagement 
tempered by doubts about institutional responsiveness. These observations point to a public that is expectant yet cautious, hopeful yet 
aware of long-standing political and systemic limitations.

Rather than offering closure or consensus, the findings suggest that reconciliation remains an evolving process shaped not only by formal 
mechanisms but by everyday interactions and the inclusiveness of political spaces. They reflect a society navigating political transition, in 
which Sri Lankans are renegotiating the terms of trust between state and citizenry. As expectations shift, the durability of this moment will 
depend on the credibility, responsiveness, and inclusivity of state actors and their actions over time.
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fuu jd¾;dj Y%S ,xld nefrdaógrfha ^SLB& ixys¢hdj ms<sn| cd;sl uyck woyia iólaIKh 2025 ys m%Odk fidhd.ekSï bÈßm;a 

lrk w;r" ixys¢hdj" j.ùula we;s md,kh iy l%shdldÍ mqrjeisNdjh .ek uyck ixcdkkh ms<sn|j wjfndaOhla ,nd fohs' 

ñka fmr jg ;=kl§ ,nd.;a ^2020" 2021" 2023& SLB o;a; u; mokïj" th foaYmd,k yd wd¾:sl úm¾hdifha ld, mßÉfþohla 

yryd fjkia jk wdl,am .%yKh lr .kakd ld, fYa%Ks úYaf,aIKhla imhhs'

2024 § rfÜ ;SrKd;aul foaYmd,ksl ixl%dka;sh miqìï lrf.k ilia lrk ,o fuu jd¾;dj" ixys¢hdj iy ta wdY%s; .eg¿ 

iïnkaOfhka rg wo isákafka fld;eko hkak ms<sn|j Y%S ,dxlslhkaf.a u; mÍlaId lrhs' th fjkialï iy wúksYaÑ;;djfha 

ld, mßÉfþohla ;=, ck;djf.a wNs,dIhka" wfmalaIdjka" wjYH;d iy m%uqL;d .fõIKh lrhs' fuh mqrjeishka iy rdcHh 

w;r úldYkh jk iïnkaO;djh iy Y%S ,xldfõ we;=<;alrKh jQ iy ;sridr ixys¢hdjla i|yd jk wfmalaIdjka ms<sn| 

.eUqre wjfndaOhla ,nd .ekSug odhl fõ' iólaIKh yryd fuu oDIaáfldaK .%yKh lr .ekSfuka" rg ;=< ixys¢hdj iy 

iudc iyÔjkh bÈßhg f.k hdu i|yd m%;sm;a;s iïmdokh" uyck l;sldj iy isú,a iudch ork W;aidyhka oekqï §u SLB 

wruqKqfldg f.k we;'

SLB iólaIKh m%cd iy úfYaI{ WmfoaYk yryd ixj¾Okh lrk ,o ixl,amSh rduqjla u; mokï jQ m%udKd;aul" jHqy.; 

m%fõYhla Ndú;d lrhs' ixys¢hdj ms<sn| mgq w¾: oelaùula wkq.ukh lsÍu fjkqjg" fuu rduqj wka;¾ iïnkaê; udkhka wgla 

yryd th .%yKh lrhs( w;S;h iuÕ lghq;= lsÍu" ieug hqla;sh iy;sl lsÍu" wkkH;djh iy wh;a ùu" úYajdih" wjia:d 

iudkd;au;djh" l%shdldÍ mqrjeisNdjh" j.úh hq;= md,kh iy wdrlaIdj iy hymeje;au’ fuu udkhka" tajdfha Wmudkhka iy 

o¾Yl iuÕ" ixys¢hdjg wod< uyck ixcdkk iy w;aoelSï l%udkql+,j uekSu i|yd jk moku f,i lghq;= lrhs'

2025 iólaIKh i|yd jhi wjqreÿ 18 iy Bg jeä Y%S ,dxlslhka 3"876 fofkl= ksheÈ .;a w;r" cd;sl ksfhdackhla we;s ksheÈ 

rduqjla Ndú;fhka wyUq f,i f;dard .kakd ,o w;r" 95] úYajdikSh uÜgula iy cd;sl uÜgñka 1'6] l fodaI iSudjla we;' o;a; 

/ia lsÍu 2025 ckjdß iy fmnrjdß udij,§ isÿ úh'

SLB l%shd;aul jkafka The Insights Initiative" hqla;sh iy m%;sikaOdkh ms<sn| wdh;kh ^IJR& iy Y%S ,xldfõ iudc iyÔjkh iy 

iduh Yla;su;a lsÍfï jevigyk ^SCOPE& w;r iyfhda.S yjq,aldß;ajhla yryd jk w;r th hqfrdamd ix.uh iy c¾udkq 

f*vr,a úfoaY ld¾hd,h úiska iu-uq,H wkq.%yfhka Y%S ,xld rch iuÕ iyfhda.fhka GIZ úiska l%shd;aul lrkq ,efí'

fuu jd¾;dfjka ,nd.;a m%Odk fidhd.ekSï my; idrdxY.; lr we;’ fidhd.ekSï iuyr wjia:dj, 0-10 mßudKhlska uOHkH 

w.hka f,i bÈßm;a lr we;s w;r" by< w.hka u.ska" ukskq ,nk ixl,amh flfrys jeä we,aula ksfhdackh fõ’ ;j;a ia:dkj, 

ixLHd; ^ck.ykfha m%;sY;h& f,i" fidhd.ekSï bÈßm;a flf¾'

foaYmd,k ixl%dka;sh uOHfha ixys¢hdj 

2024$2025 foaYmd,k ixl%dka;sh uOHfha mqrjeishka ixys¢hdj f;areï .kakd wdldrh iy w;aú¢k wdldrh fuu fldgi 

.fõIKh lrhs' th ixys¢hdj i|yd uyck b,a¨u iy tys m%.;sh ms<sn| ixcdkkh mÍlaId lsÍu" ixys¢hdj uyck;dj úiska 

f;areï .kakd wdldrh .fõIKh lsÍu" th idlaId;a lr .ekSug we;s ndOl ksrdjrKh lsÍu" iy th bÈßhg f.k hdu i|yd 

uQ,sl j.lSu orkakka njg mqrjeishka úYajdi lrk l%shdldÍka iy wdh;k y÷kd .ekSu isÿlrhs'

	y 2020 isg ixys¢hdj i|yd uyck b,a¨u wLKavj by< uÜgul mej;=ko ^2025 § cd;sl uOHkH w.h 8'1&" m%.;sh ms<sn| 

ixcdkkh È.gu wvq uÜgul mj;sk nj ^2025 § cd;sl uOHkH w.h 6'4& fmkakqï lrhs" th wLKav ixys¢hd W!k;djhla 

biau;= lrhs' fuu W!k;djh Y%S ,dxlsl fou< iy Wvrg fou< ck;dj w;r jvd;a lemS fmfka'

	y m%;spdr oelajQjkaf.ka wvla muK ^48'5]& ixys¢hdfõ w¾:h lKavdhï w;r tluq;=lu iy Okd;aul in|;d f,i f;areï 

f.k we;s w;r" fuh ixys¢hdj ms<sn| in|;d u; mokï jQ wjfndaOhla lrd tlÕ;djh jeäùula iksgqyka lrhs'

	y ixys¢hdj i|yd úYd,;u j.lSu oeßh hq;af;a ljqrekao hkak i,ld ne,Sfï§" uyck u;h foaYmd,k l%shdldÍka 

^ckdêm;sjrhd" rch fyda foaYmd,k{hka wd§ka" 50'7]& iy ish¨ ck;dj ^iduQysl iudc j.lSula f,i" 40'5]& w;r fn§ 

hhs' msßñka foaYmd,k wdh;k iy l%shdldÍka flfrys jeä wjOdkhla fhduq lrk w;r ldka;djka fnod.;a uyck j.lSu 

flfrys jeä wjOdkhla fhduq lrk neúka" fuys§ iudcNdjh u; mokï jQ fjkia ùula u;= jkafkah'

	y 2025 § ixys¢hdjg we;s foaYmd,k ndOl ms<sn| ixcdkkh ie,lsh hq;= f,i wvq ù we;' fuh úfYaIfhka foaYmd,k 

wêYaGdkh fkdue;slu ^2020 § 25'7] isg 2025 § 10'4] olajd& iy fnÿïjd§ cd;sljd§ foaYmd,kh ^2020 § 37'5] isg 2025 

§ 6'0] olajd& iïnkaOfhka fmkS hhs'

	y m%;sikaOdk wdh;k jeo.;a f,i i,lkq ,nk w;r" th cd;sl uOHkH w.h 7'8 lska fmkakqï flf¾" W;=re iy kef.kysr 

m<d;aj, th Bg;a jvd by< uOHkH w.hka ^ms<sfj,ska 8'3 iy 8'2& fmkajqï lrhs.

moaO;s" jHqyhka iy ixys¢hdj i|yd wjldYh 

fuu fldgi u.ska mqrjeishka rfÜ md,k jHqyhka iy ixys¢hdj i|yd wjYH m%cd wjldYhka ixcdkkh lrk whqre mÍlaId 

lrhs' th foaYmd,k úYajdih" ¥IKh iy mqoa.,sl ksoyi ms<sn| uyck woyia flfrys wjOdkh fhduq lrk w;r" wdh;kj, 

ixcdkkSh wLKav;dj iy M,odhS;djh iy Y%S ,xldfõ mYapd;a hqO m%cd;ka;%jd§ wjldYfha újD;Ndjfha uÜgu ms<sn| 

wjfndaOhla ,nd fohs'

	y fndfyda m<d;aj, foaYmd,k úYajdih ie,lsh hq;= f,i jeä ù" 2020 isg jd¾;d jQ by<u uÜgï lrd <Õd úh ^2025 § 

cd;sl uOHkH w.h 6'9& tkuq;a" fuu m%jK;djh uq¿ rg mqrdu ia:djr fkdjk w;r" W;=re iy kef.kysr m<d;aj, 

foaYmd,k úYajdih wvq fjñka mj;S'

úOdhl idrdxYh
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	y rdcH wxYfha ¥IKh ms<sn| ixcdkkh uOHia:j by< h ^cd;sl uOHkH w.h 6'1&' W;=re iy kef.kysr m<d;aj, ¥IK 

ms<sn| ;rula by< ixcdkkSh uÜgï jd¾;d lrhs ^ms<sfj,ska uOHkH w.hka 6'5 iy 6'4&'

	y ;=fkka tllg jvd ck;dj ^38'7]& j;auka rch ¥IKhg tfrysj M,odhS fyda b;d M,odhS jkq we;ehs úYajdi lrk w;r" 

fmr rchka tfia lsÍfï§ M,odhS fyda b;d M,odhS jQfha hehs úYajdi lrkafka 12'5] la muKla fõ'

	y mqoa.,sl ksoyi ms<sn| ixcdkkh 2025 § ;shqkq f,i by< f.dia cd;sl uOHkH w.h 7'4 la úh' th 2023 uÜgu jQ 6'0 

isg by< f.dia we;s w;r" 2020 § SLB o;a; /ia lsÍu wdrïN lsÍfuka miq fuu o¾Ylfha fmkajqï l< by<u w.h fõ'

	y m%cd wdrlaIdj ms<sn| ixcdkkh i|yd cd;sl uOHkH w.h by< uÜgul mj;S ^2025 § 8'5&" idfmalaIj my< uÜgï jqj;a" 

W;=re iy kef.kysr m<d;aj, ie,lsh hq;= ÈhqKqjla jd¾;d ù we;'

ixys¢hdj i|yd m%cd iyNd.S;ajh

ixys¢hdj i|yd fjkila we;s lsÍfï§ Y%S ,dxlslhka ;ukaf.au ld¾hNdrh ixcdkkh lrk whqre fuu fldgi .fõIKh lrhs' 

th isú,a iy foaYmd,k lghq;=j,g iyNd.S ùug Tjqkaf.a úYajdih ^wNHka;r foaYmd,k ld¾hlaIu;dj&" foaYmd,k m%;sM, 

flfrys n,mEï lsÍfï yeÕSu ^foaYmd,k ksfhdacH;ajh&" rdcH m%;spdr oelaùu ms<sn| woyia ^ndysr foaYmd,k ld¾hlaIu;dj& 

iy foaYmd,kslj kshe,Sug fm<Uùu flfrys wjOdkh fhduq lrhs'

	y wNHka;r foaYmd,k ld¾hlaIu;dj by< f.dia we; ^2023 § cd;sl uOHkH w.h 6'1 iy 2025 § 6'7&' flfia fj;;a" 

iudcNdù úIu;d È.gu mj;sk w;r" ldka;djka msßñkag jvd wvq uÜgï jd¾;d lr;s ^ms<sfj,ska 6'4 iy 7'0 uOHkH 

w.hka&'

	y foaYmd,k ksfhdacH;ajh i|yd cd;sl uOHkH w.h uOHia:j wvqh ^2025 § 4'3 la úh&" ;jo Wvrg fou< ck;dj 

ksfhdacH;ajh ms<sn| wju yeÕSu jd¾;d lrhs ^uOHkH w.h 3'8&'

	y 2025 § fndfyda m<d;aj, rdcH m%;spdr oelaùu ms<sn| ixcdkkh my; jeà we;' 2023 isg W;=re m<df;a ;shqKqu my; 

jeàula jd¾;d úh ^uOHkH w.h 8'5 isg 7'5 olajd&" kef.kysr m<df;a iuia; jYfhka .;al<  2020 isg oeäu my; 

jeàula fmkakqï lrhs ^uOHkH w.h 8'5 isg 6'9 olajd&'

	y 2022 w¾nqoh w;r;=r WÉp;u wjia:djg m;a jQ foaYmd,kslj kshe,Sug we;s fm<Uùu 2023 § wvq jQ kuq;a 2025 jk úg 

;rula h:d ;;a;ajhg m;a úh' jhi wjqreÿ 18 isg 30 olajd ;reK mqrjeishka kshe,Sug jeä fm<Uùula fmkakqï lr;s 

^39'8]&" jhi wjqreÿ 61 iy Bg jeä mqoa.,hska jeämqru kshe,Sfuka wE;aùu ùu jd¾;d lrhs ^63'2]&'

	y miq.sh iólaIKfha isg l%shdldÍ mqrjeis uÜgï jeä ù we; ^2023 § cd;sl uOHkH w.h 1'1 isg 2025 § 2'1 olajd&" by<u 

uÜgï jd¾;d ù we;af;a W;=re m<df;a h'  

wjika ksÍlaIK

2025 SLB iólaIKfha m%;sM, u.ska" foaYmd,k ixl%dka;sh uOHfha mqrjeishka j;auka ixys¢hdfõ ;;a;ajh jgyd .kakd wdldrh¦ 

ixys¢hdfõ ÈhqKqjg wod<j md,k moaO;s" jHqyhka iy wjldYhka ms<sn| Tjqkaf.a woyia¦ iy ixys¢hdj i|yd fjkila we;s 

lsÍfï§ Tjqkaf.au Odß;dj iy n,mEu ms<sn| Tjqkaf.a ;lafiare lsÍï ms<sn| jeo.;a iy w;súYsIag wjfndaOhla ,nd foa'

fuu f;aud;aul lafIa;% ;=< iy 2025 iólaIK m%;sM, mqrdjg" wd;;shla mj;sk iuyr lafIa;% meyeÈ,sj fmfka' fïjdg uyck 

Y=Njd§ nj iy fkdkj;sk ielh w;r fjkialï" wiudk Ôjk w;aoelSï j,g iu.dój fnod.;a m%uqL;d iy wdh;ksl m%;spdr 

oelaùu ms<sn| ielhka j,g n÷ka jk kej; mK ,nd we;s m%cd iyNd.S;ajh we;=<;a fõ' fuu ksÍlaIK u.ska wfmalaIdjka we;s  

kuq;a m%fõYï iy.;" n,dfmdfrd;a;= we;suq;a  È.=ld,Sk foaYmd,k yd moaO;suh iSudjka ms<sn|j oekqj;a" uyck;djla fmkakqï 

lrhs'

iudma;shla fyda tlÕ;djla ,nd §ug jvd" ixys¢hdj hkak úêu;a hdka;%Khka u.ska muKla fkdj tÈfkod wka;¾l%shd iy 

foaYmd,k wjldYhkays we;=<;alrKh u.ska yev.efik" mßKduh jk l%shdj,shla f,i mj;sk nj fidhd.ekSïj,ska fmkS 

hhs' tajd foaYmd,k ixl%dka;shla ;=,ska .uka lrk iudchla ms<sìUq lrk w;r" t;=, Y%S ,dxlslhka rdcHh iy mqrjeishka w;r 

úYajdifha kshuhka kej; idlÉPd lrñka isá;s' wfmalaIdjka fjkia jk úg" fuu fudfydf;a l,ameje;au r|d mj;skafka rdcH 

l%shdldÍkaf.a úYajikSh;ajh" m%;spdr oelaùu iy we;=<;alrK yelshdj iy ld,h;a iuÕ Tjqkaf.a l%shdjka u; h'

úOdhl idrdxYh



X

,t; mwpf;ifahdJ ey;ypzf;fk; njhlu;gpy; SLB,dhy; elhj;jg;gl;l Njrpastpyhd nghJkf;fs; fUj;Jf;fzpg;gpd; gpujhd fz;Lgpbg;Gf;fis 
Kd;itf;fpd;wJ. ,J ey;ypzf;fk;> nghWg;Gf;$wYld;$ba Ml;rp kw;Wk; nray;Kidg;Gs;s Fbkf;fs; Nghd;wtplaq;fspy; kf;fspd; fz;Nzhl;lq;fs; 

Fwpj;J ftdQ;nrYj;jpAs;sJ. ,t; mwpf;ifahdJ SLB,dhy; Kd;du; Nkw;nfhs;sg;gl;l Ma;TfspypUe;J (2020>2021>2023) ngwg;gl;l juTfspypUe;J 
murpay; kw;Wk; nghUshjhu khw;wk; epfo;e;j fhyg;gFjpapy; Vw;gl;l kdg;ghq;F khw;wq;fisg; gpujpgypf;Fk;tifapyhd fhykhw;wj;jpid ikag;gLj;jpa 
gFg;gha;tpid toq;Ffpd;wJ. 

2024k; Mz;L ehl;by; Vw;gl;l kpfKf;fpakhd murpay; khw;wj;jpd; gpd;dzpapy;> ,t; mwpf;ifahdJ ey;ypzf;fk; kw;Wk; mj;Jld; njhlu;Gila 
tplaq;fs; njhlu;gpy; ,yq;if jw;NghJ vj;jifa epiyapy; cs;sJ vd;gJ njhlu;gpy; ,yq;ifau;fspd; fUj;Jf;fis Ma;Tnra;fpd;wJ.  khw;wk; 
epfOk; xU fhyg;gFjpiaAk;> epr;rakw;wjd;ikapidAk; vjpu;nfhs;ifapy; kf;fspd; mgpyhirfs;> vjpu;ghu;g;Gf;fs;> Njitfs; kw;Wk; Kd;Dupikfis 
Ma;Tnra;fpd;wJ. ,J Fbkf;fs; kw;Wk; muRf;fpilapyhd khw;wkile;JtUk; cwtpidAk;> ,yq;ifapy; cs;thq;FjYld;$ba epiyNgwhd 

ey;ypzf;fj;jpid Vw;gLj;Jtjw;fhd tha;g;GfisAk; Mokhfg; Gupe;Jnfhs;tjw;Fg; gq;fspg;Gr;nra;fpd;wJ. SLB ,f;fUj;jha;tpD}lhf kf;fspd; 
fz;Nzhl;lq;fis ,dq;fhz;gjd;%yk; ehl;by; ey;ypzf;fj;ijAk; r%fxUikg;ghl;bidAk; Nkk;gLj;Jtjw;Fj; Njitahd nfhs;ifAUthf;fk;> 
nghJf; fUj;jhly;fs; kw;Wk; rptpy;r%f Kidg;Gf;fs; Nghd;wtw;wpw;Fupa jfty;fis toq;Ftjid Nehf;fhff;nfhz;Ls;sJ. 

SLB r%fkl;lj;jpyhd kw;Wk; epGzu;fspd; MNyhridfisg; ngw;Wf;nfhs;tjD}lhf cUthf;fg;gl;lJk; fUj;jpay; mbg;gilapidf;nfhz;lJkhd 
msTrhu; fl;likg;Gf;nfhz;l xU mZFKiwapidg; gad;gLj;Jfpd;wJ. ey;ypzf;fk; njhlu;ghd tiuaWf;fg;gl;l tiutpyf;fzj;jpidg; 
gad;gLj;Jtjw;Fg;gjpyhf ,r;rl;lfkhdJ xd;Wlndhd;W njhlu;Ggl;l vl;L gupkhzq;fspD}lhf mjid Ma;Tnra;fpd;wJ: fle;jfhyj;jpidf; 
ifahSjy;> midtUf;Fk; ePjp> milahsk; kw;Wk; cilikAzu;T> ek;gpf;if> rkj;Jtkhd tha;g;Gf;fs;> nray;Kidg;Gs;s Fbkf;fs;> 
nghWg;Gf;$wYldhd Ml;rp> ghJfhg;G kw;Wk; ey;tho;T vd;gitNa mt; vl;Lg; gupkhzq;fSkhFk;. ,g;gupkhzq;fshdit mtw;wpd; cg-gupkhzq;fs; 
kw;Wk; Fwpfhl;bfSld; ,ize;J ey;ypzf;fk; njhlu;ghd nghJkf;fspd; fz;Nzhl;lq;fis Kiwahdtpjj;jpy; mstpLtjw;fhd mbj;jskhf 
mikfpd;wd.

2025k; Mz;bw;fhd fUj;jha;thdJ Njrpatpyhd gpujpepjpj;Jtj;jpidAila khjpupr;rl;lfj;jpidg; gad;gLj;jp vOe;jkhdtpjj;jpy; njupTnra;ag;gl;l  

18 kw;Wk; mjw;FNkw;gl;l taJila 3>876 ,yq;ifau;fspd; khjpupfisf; nfhz;bUe;jJld; ,J Njrpa kl;lj;jpy; 95% ek;gpf;ifj;jd;ikAld; 1.6% 
tOtpidf; nfhz;bUe;jJ.  2025k; Mz;bd; [dtup kw;Wk; ngg;utup khjj;jpy; ,jw;fhd juTr; Nrfupg;G Nkw;nfhs;sg;gl;lJ. 

SLBMdJ> j ,d;irl;]; ,dprpNal;bt;> ePjp kw;Wk; ey;ypzf;fj;jpw;fhd epWtfk; (IJR)> ,yq;ifapy; ey;ypzf;fj;jpidAk; rkhjhdj;jpidAk; 

tYg;gLj;jy; nraw;jpl;lk; (SCOPE)  Mfpatw;Wldhd xd;wpize;j gq;fspg;GlDk;> INuhg;gpa xd;wpak; kw;Wk; N[u;kd; rk~;b ntspAwT mYtyfk; 
Mfpatw;wpd; $l;L epjpaDruizAlDk; ,yq;if murhq;fj;jpd; MjuTld; N[u;kd; njhopy;El;g $l;Lwtpdhy; eilKiwg;gLj;jg;gLfpd;wJ.

,t; mwpf;ifapd; gpujhd fz;lilTfs; fPNo RUf;fkhf toq;fg;gl;Ls;sd. fz;lilTfshdit 1-10 tiuahd mstPl;bidg; gad;gLj;jp 
ruhrup msTfspy; toq;fg;gl;Ls;sd> cau;e;j mstpidf; nfhz;bUg;gnjd;gJ fzpf;fg;gLk; fUj;jpay; njhlu;gpy; mjpfstpyhd czu;tpidf; 
nfhz;bUg;gjidg; gpujpgypf;fpd;wJ my;yJ (rdj;njhifapd; tpfpjhrhuj;jpy;) epfo;ntz;fshff; Fwpg;gplg;gLfpd;wJ.

murpay; khw;wj;jpd; kj;jpapy; ey;ypzf;fk; 

,g;gFjpahdJ 2024/2025 fhyg;gFjpfspy; Vw;gl;l murpay; khw;wj;jpd; kj;jpapy; kf;fs; ey;ypzf;fj;jpid vt;thW Gupe;Jnfhs;fpd;whu;fs;> mjid 
vt;thW mDgtpf;fpd;whu;fs; vd;gjid Ma;Tnra;fpd;wJ. ey;ypzf;fj;Jf;fhd kf;fspd; Njit kw;Wk; mJnjhlu;gpy; czug;gl;l Kd;Ndw;wk; 
vd;gtw;iwAk; Ma;Tnra;fpwJ. NkYk; ,g;gFjpahdJ ey;ypzf;fk; vd;gjid kf;fs; vt;thW Gupe;Jnfhs;fpd;whu;fs;:  ey;ypzf;fj;jpid 
Vw;gLj;Jtjpy; czug;gl;l jilfs; ahit: ey;ypzf;fj;jpid Nkk;gLj;Jtjw;fhd gpujhd nghWg;gpidf;nfhz;bUg;gjhf kf;fs; ek;Gfpd;w egu;fs;> 
mikg;Gfs; ahtu; vd;gd gw;wpAk; Muha;fpd;wJ.

	y 2020k; Mz;LKjy; ey;ypzf;fj;jpw;fhd nghJkf;fspd; Nfhupf;iffs; njhlu;e;Jk; cau;thf ,Ue;J tUfpd;wNghJk; (2025,y; Njrpastpyhd 
ruhrup msT 8.1) ey;ypzf;fj;jpid Nkk;gLj;Jtjpy; njhlu;e;Jk; jhkjq;fs; ,Ug;gjhff; fUjg;gLfpd;wJ (2025,y; Njrpastpyhd ruhrupg; 
Gs;sp 6.4)> ,J ey;ypzf;fk; njhlu;gpy; njhlu;r;rpahd Fiwghl;bid vLj;Jf;fhl;Lfpd;wJ. ,f;FiwghlhdJ ,yq;ifj; jkpou;fs; kw;Wk; 
kiyafj; jkpou;fs; kj;jpapy; ngUk;ghYk; ntspg;gLj;jg;gLfpd;wJ.

	y gjpyspj;Njhupy; Vwf;Fiwa miuthrpg;Ngu; (48.5%) ey;ypzf;fk; vd;gjid xw;Wik kw;Wk; FOf;fSf;fpilapyhd rhjfkhd cwTfs; vdg; 
Gupe;Jnfhz;bUf;fpd;wdu;> ,J cwTfis mbg;gilahff;nfhz;l ey;ypzf;fk;gw;wpa Gupe;Jzu;T mjpfupg;gjidf; fhl;Lfpd;wJ.

	y ey;ypzf;fj;jpid Vw;gLj;Jtjw;fhd nghWg;gpid ahu; mjpfstpy; nfhz;bUf;f Ntz;Lk; vd;gjidf; fUj;jpy;nfhs;ifapy;> nghJkf;fspy; 

xUrhuhu; murpay;thjpfs; (50.7%MNdhu; [dhjpgjp> murhq;fk;> my;yJ murpay;thjpfs; Nghd;Nwhiuf; Fwpg;gpl;ldu;) vdTk; ,d;ndhUrhuhu; 

kf;fs; midtUk; (40.5%MNdhu; r%ff;$l;Lg; nghWg;gpidf; Fwpg;gpl;ldu;) vdTk; $wpapUe;jdu;. ghy;epiyapid mbg;gilahff;nfhz;L 
gjpy;fis mtjhdpf;ifapy;> ngz;fs; r%ff;$l;Lg;nghWg;gpid mjpfstpy; typAWj;jpapUe;j mNjNtis Mz;fs; ngUk;ghYk; murpay; 
epWtdq;fs; kw;Wk; murpay;thjpfisf; Fwpg;gpl;bUe;jdu;.

	y ey;ypzf;fj;jpw;fhd murpay;uPjpahd jilfs; gw;wpa fz;Nzhl;lkhdJ 2025,y; Fwpg;gplj;jf;ftpjj;jpy; Fiwtile;jpUf;fpwJ. Fwpg;ghf 

murpay; tpUg;gpd;ik (2020k; Mz;by; 25.7% ,ypUe;J 2025k; Mz;by; 10.4% f;F) kw;Wk; gpsTgLj;Jk; Njrpathj murpay; (2020k; Mz;by; 

37.5% ,ypUe;J 2025k; Mz;by; 6.0% f;F) Mfpatw;iwj; jilfshf fUJk; fz;Nzhl;lk; Fiwtile;Js;sJ.

	y ey;ypzf;fj;jpid Vw;gLj;Jtjw;fhd epWtdq;fs; Kf;fpakhditahfg; ghu;f;fg;gl;likahdJ Njrpastpyhd ruhrupg; Gs;sp 7.8,dhy; 
Rl;bf;fhl;lg;gl;bUe;jJ. ,ijtpl mjpfstpyhd ruhrup Gs;spfs; tlf;F kw;Wk; fpof;F khfhzq;fspy; ngwg;gl;bUe;jd (KiwNa 8.3 kw;Wk; 
8.2).

ey;ypzf;fj;jpid Vw;gLj;Jtjw;fhd nghwpKiwfs;> fl;likg;Gf;fs; kw;Wk; ntsp

,g;gFjpahdJ ehl;bd; Ml;rpf;fl;likg;Gf;fisAk;> ey;ypzf;fj;jpid Vw;gLj;Jtjw;Fj; Njitahd rptpy; nraw;ghLfSf;fhd ntspfisAk; 
gpui[fs; vt;thW Nehf;Ffpd;whu;fs; vd;gjid Ma;Tnra;fpd;wJ. ,J murpay; ek;gfj;jd;ik> Coy;> kw;Wk; jdpg;gl;l Rje;jpuq;fs; njhlu;ghd 
kf;fspd; fz;Nzhl;lq;fspy; ftdQ;nrYj;Jfpd;wJ.  Aj;jj;jpw;Fg; gpe;jpa #oypy; ,yq;ifapYs;s [dehaf ntsp ve;jstpw;F ntspg;gilahdjhf 
,Uf;fpd;wJ vd;gijAk; mikg;Gf;fs; ve;jstpw;F cz;ikj;jd;ikAk;> tpidj;jpwDk; nfhz;litahff; fUjg;gLfpd;wd vd;gJ njhlu;gpYk; 
ftdQ;nrYj;Jfpd;wJ. 

	y murpay;kPjhd ek;gpf;ifahdJ ngUk;ghyhd khfhzq;fspy; Fwpg;gplj;jf;fstpw;F mjpfupj;Js;sJld; ,J 2020,ypUe;J Nkw;nfhs;sg;gl;l 
gjpTfspNyNa kpfTk; mjpfstpyhd Gs;spfis mile;jpUf;fpd;wJ (2025Mk; Mz;by; Njrpastpyhd ruhrup 6.9). MapDk; ,g;Nghf;fhdJ ehL 
KOtJk; xNu khjpupahdjhff; fhzg;gltpy;iy> tlf;F kw;Wk; fpof;F khfhzq;fspy; murpay;kPjhd ek;gpf;ifahdJ tPo;r;rpaile;jpUf;fpd;wJ.

	y murJiwfspy; ,lk;ngWk; Coy; njhlu;ghd fz;Nzhl;lq;fs; Xustpw;F mjpfupj;Jf; fhzg;gLfpd;wd (Njrpastpyhd ruhrup msT 6.1). 
tlf;F kw;Wk; fpof;F khfhzq;fspy; Coy; njhlu;ghd fz;Nzhl;lq;fs; rw;W mjpfupj;jpUg;gjidf; fhl;Lfpd;wJ. (Njrpastpyhd ruhrup 
msTfs; KiwNa 6.5 kw;Wk; 6.4)

	y %d;wpy; xU gq;fpw;Fk; mjpfkhNdhu; (38.7%) jw;NghJs;s murhq;fkhdJ Coypid vjpu;nfhs;tjpy; tpidj;jpwd;kpf;fjhf my;yJ kpfTk; 

tpidj;jpwd;kpf;fjhf mikAk; vd ek;Gfpd;wdu;> ,jDld; xg;gpLk;NghJ 12.5% MNdhu; kl;LNk Kd;ida murhq;fq;fs; Coypid 
vjpu;nfhs;tjpy; tpidj;jpwdhf my;yJ kpfTk; tpidj;jpwd;kpf;fjhf nraw;gl;ljhf ek;Gfpd;wdu;

	y jdpg;gl;l Rje;jpuk; njhlu;ghd fz;Nzhl;lq;fspd; Njrpastpyhd ruhrupg; Gs;spahdJ 2023,y; 6.0,ypUe;J 2025,y; 7.4Mf rLjpahd 

mjpfupg;gpidf; fhl;Lfpd;wJ> 2020 njhlf;fk; SLB,d; juTr;Nrfupg;G Muk;gpj;jjpypUe;J ,f;Fwpfhl;bf;F toq;fg;gl;l mjpfstpyhd Gs;spahf 
,J mikfpd;wJ. 

	y r%fg;ghJfhg;G njhlu;ghd fz;Nzhl;lq;fspd; Njrpastpyhd ruhrupg; Gs;spahdJ cau;e;jstpy; cs;sJ (2025,y; 8.5)> ,J tlfpof;fpy; 
Fiwe;j msTkl;lq;fspy; ,Ug;gpDk;> Fwpg;gplj;jf;f Kd;Ndw;wj;jpidAk; fhl;Lfpd;wJ

epiwNtw;Wr; RUf;fk;



XI

ey;ypzf;fj;jpy; kf;fspd; gq;Fgw;Wjy;

,g;gFjp> ,yq;ifau;fs; ey;ypzf;fj;jpid Vw;gLj;Jtjpy; jkJ gq;fpid vt;thW Gupe;Jnfhs;fpd;whu;fs; vd;gjid Ma;Tnra;fpd;wJ. ,J rptpy; 
kw;Wk; murpay; tplaq;fspy; gq;Fgw;WtJ njhlu;gpy; kf;fs; ve;jstpw;F jd;dk;gpf;ifapidf; nfhz;bUf;fpd;whu;fs; (cs;sf murpay; tpidj;jpwd;)> 
murpay;uPjpahd KbTfspy; nry;thf;Fr;nrYj;Jk; czu;T(murpay; nrayhz;ik)> murpd; gjpyspf;Fk;jd;ik njhlu;ghd fz;Nzhl;lq;fs; (ntspg;Gw 
murpay; tpidj;jpwd;)> kw;Wk; murpay;uPjpahd <Lghl;bidf; nfhz;bUg;gjw;fhd Cf;fk; Nghd;wtw;wpy; ftdQ;nrYj;Jfpd;wJ.

	y cs;sf murpay; tpidj;jpwd; mjpfupj;jpUf;fpd;wJ (2023,y; Njrpastpyhd ruhrupg; Gs;sp 6.1MfTk; 2025,y; 6.7MfTk; cs;sJ). MapDk; 
ghy;epiyuPjpahd NtWghLfs; fhzg;gLfpd;wd> ngz;fs; Mz;fistplTk; Fiwe;jsthd kl;lq;fisNa nfhz;bUg;gjhf mwpf;iffs; 
fhl;Lfpd;wd. (Njrpastpyhd ruhrupg; Gs;sp KiwNa 6.4 kw;Wk; 7.0)

	y kiyaf kf;fs; kpfTk; Fiwe;jstpyhd murpay; nrayhz;ikapidf; nfhz;bUg;gJld; (ruhrupg; Gs;sp 3.8) murpay; nrayhz;ikf;fhd 
Njrpastpyhd ruhrupg; Gs;spAk;> Xustpw;Ff; Fiwe;Nj fhzg;gLfpd;wJ (2025,y; 4.3,y; ,Uf;fpd;wJ)

	y murpd; gjpyspf;Fk;jd;ik gw;wpa fz;Nzhl;lq;fs; ngUk;ghyhd khfhzq;fspy; tPo;r;rpAw;wpUf;fpd;wd. tlkhfhzkhdJ (Njrpastpyhd 
ruhrupg; Gs;sp 8.5,ypUe;J 7.5Mf) 2023,ypUe;J jpBu; tPo;r;rpapidf; fhl;Lfpd;w mNjNtis fpof;F khfhzkhdJ 2020k; Mz;bypUe;J 
xl;Lnkhj;jkhf rLjpahd tPo;r;rpapidf; fhl;Lfpd;wJ (Njrpastpyhd Gs;sp 8.5,ypUe;J 6.9Mf)

	y 2022k; Mz;L neUf;fbapd;NghJ mjpfupj;jpUe;j murpay; <Lghl;bw;fhd Cf;fkhdJ 2023,y; Fiwe;jpUe;jNghJk; 2025,y; mJ Xustpw;F 

kPz;Ls;sJ. 61 kw;Wk; mjw;F Nkw;gl;l taJilNahu; kpfTk; <LghL Fiwe;jepiyapid (63.2%) ntspg;gLj;jpapUf;fpd;w mNjNtis> 18 

njhlf;fk; 30 taJtiuahd ,sk;gpui[fs; mjpstpyhd Cf;fj;jpid ntspg;gLj;jpapUf;fpd;wdu; (39.8%).  

	y nray;Kidg;Gs;s gpui[fshf ,Ug;gjd; msT ,Wjpahf Nkw;nfhs;sg;gl;l fUj;jha;tpypUe;J mjpfupj;Js;sJld; (2023,y; Njrpastpyhd 
ruhrupg; Gs;sp 1.1,ypUe;J 2025,y; 2.1Mf)> Mff;$basthd Gs;spfs; tlkhfhzj;jpy; gjpTnra;ag;gl;Ls;sd.

mtjhdq;fspd; KbT

SLB,d; 2025k; Mz;bw;fhd fUj;jha;tpd; ngWNgWfshdit murpay; khw;wj;jpd; kj;jpapy; gpui[fs; jw;NghJ ey;ypzf;fj;jpd; epiyapid 
vt;thW Nehf;Ffpd;whu;fs;> ey;ypzf;fj;jpid Nkk;gLj;JtJld; njhlu;Ggl;l Ml;rpr;rl;lfq;fs;> fl;likg;Gf;fs;> kw;Wk; ntspfs; njhlu;gpy; 
mtu;fspd; ghu;itfs;> ey;ypzf;fk; njhlu;gpy; khw;wj;jpid Vw;gLj;Jtjw;fhd mtu;fspd; ,aysT kw;Wk; nry;thf;F njhlu;gpy; mtu;fsJ kjpg;gPL 
vd;gitnjhlu;gpy; Kf;fpakhdJk; jdpj;JtkhditAkhd tplaq;fis ntspg;gLj;Jfpd;wJ. 

,f;fUg;nghUl;gug;Gf;fSf;Fs;Sk;> 2025k; Mz;bw;fhd fUj;jha;tpd; ngWNgWfSf;Fkpilapy; rpy tplaq;fspy; Fog;gk;epyTtJ njspthfj; 
njupfpd;wJ. nghJkf;fspd; ek;gpf;if kw;Wk; njhlu;r;rpahd re;Njfk; vd;gtw;Wf;fpilapyhd Kuz;fs;> NtWgl;l tho;tpay; mDgtq;fSk; $l;lhd 
Kd;DupikfSk;> epWtfq;fspd; gjpyspf;Fk;jd;ik njhlu;ghd re;Njfq;fshy; kl;Lg;gLj;jg;gLk; GJg;gpf;fg;gl;l nghJkf;fs; <LghL Nghd;w 
tplaq;fspNyNa Fog;gk; epyTfpd;wJ. ,t; mtjhdq;fs; vjpu;ghu;g;Gila mNjNtis vr;rupf;ifAld;$ba> ek;gpf;ifapidf; nfhz;bUf;fpd;w 
mNjNtis ePz;lfhy murpay; kw;Wk; fl;likg;GuPjpahd kl;Lg;ghLfs; njhlu;gpy; mwpe;jpUf;fpd;w kf;fs;njhifapidr; Rl;bf;fhl;Lfpd;wJ. 

,f;fz;lilTfshdit KbT my;yJ ,zf;fj;jpid njuptpg;gijtpl> ey;ypzf;fk; vd;gJ Kiwrhu; nghwpKiwfshy; kl;Lky;yhJ md;whl 
tho;tpay; njhlu;Gfs; kw;Wk; cs;thq;FjYld;$ba murpay; ntspfs; %ykhfTk; tbtikf;fg;gLfpd;w xU  khw;wkilAk; nrad;Kiw 
vd;gijg; gupe;Jiuf;fpd;wJ. murpay; khw;wj;jpw;F <LnfhLf;Fk; xU r%fj;jpid mJ gpujpgypf;fpd;wJ> mjpy; ,yq;ifau;fs; muR kw;Wk; 
gpui[fSf;fpilapyhd ek;gpf;ifia Vw;gLj;Jtjw;fhd tpjpKiwfis kPs;rkurk; nra;Jnfhs;fpd;wdu;. vjpu;ghu;g;Gf;fs; khw;wkiltjdhy;> 
,j;jUzj;jpd; ePbf;Fk; jd;ikahdJ ek;gfj;jd;ik> gjpyspf;Fk;jd;ik> murjug;gpdupd; cs;thq;Fk;jd;ik kw;Wk; fhyg;Nghf;fpyhd mtu;fsJ 
nraw;ghLfs; Nghd;wtw;wpy; jq;fpapUf;Fk;.

epiwNtw;Wr; RUf;fk;
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This report presents key findings from the 2025 Sri Lanka Barometer (SLB) National Public Opinion Survey on Reconciliation, shedding 
light on the status of reconciliation in the country in 2025, with a particular focus on dimensions of accountable governance and active 
citizenship. The findings are situated within a time series analysis that also draws on the three previous SLB Surveys (2020, 2021, 2023), 
providing insights into evolving trends in public opinion over time. 

Set against the backdrop of the country’s pivotal political transition in 2024, the report examines Sri Lankans’ perceptions of where the 
country stands today in terms of reconciliation and related issues. It explores people’s aspirations, expectations, needs, and priorities as 
they navigate a period of change and uncertainty. This contributes to a deeper understanding of both the evolving relationship between 
citizens and the state, and the prospects for inclusive and sustainable reconciliation in Sri Lanka. By capturing these perspectives through 
the survey, the SLB aims to inform policymaking, public discourse, and civil society efforts to advance reconciliation and social cohesion 
in the country. 

This opening section sets out the context, rationale, conceptual framework, and implementation approach of the 2025 SLB Survey, before 
Section 2 briefly outlines the survey methodology. Section 3 explores findings related to the status of Reconciliation Amid the Political 
Transition; Section 4 focuses on the Systems, Structures, and Space for Reconciliation; and Section 5 explores Civic Participation as a Driver 
of Reconciliation. Sections 3 to 5 conclude with short summaries, while Section 6 offers overall conclusions on trends emerging from the 
data. Policy recommendations based on the findings are outlined in Section 7.

1.1.	 CONTEXT: RECONCILIATION IN SRI LANKA 

Since the end of the armed conflict between the Sri Lankan armed forces and the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam in 2009, post-war 
reconciliation has been a priority for a range of stakeholders. While attention has also shifted to other events impacting the country – such 
as the constitutional crisis in 2018, the Easter Sunday Attacks in 2019, the COVID pandemic in 2020/2021, and the economic crisis in 2022 
– Sri Lanka has adopted several formal measures as part of the state’s reconciliation agenda, marked by both national policy efforts and 
international commitments. 

Initial momentum followed the establishment and adoption of a number of key instruments and institutions, including the 2011 Lessons 
Learnt and Reconciliation Commission (LLRC); the 2015 co-sponsorship of United Nations Human Rights Commission (UNHRC) Resolution 
30/1 to promote reconciliation, accountability, and human rights in Sri Lanka; and the initiation of transitional justice mechanisms linked 
to the resolution, such as the Office for National Unity and Reconciliation (ONUR), the Office on Missing Persons (OMP), and the Office for 
Reparations (OR) (Yusuf, 2017). However, competing and changing political priorities as well as operational constraints have affected the 
continuity and impact of these efforts (Human Rights Watch, 2022; Dimuthu Kumari, 2024). 

After co-sponsoring UNHRC Resolution 30/1 in 2015, Sri Lanka reversed course in 2020, withdrawing from the resolution on the grounds that 
it undermined national interests (European Commission, 2020; Amnesty International, 2020; Verité Research, 2024). While the government 
subsequently announced a domestic process, re-established ONUR through an act of parliament in 2024, and took initial steps toward 
creating a Commission for Truth, Unity, and Reconciliation (CTUR) (Parliament of Sri Lanka, 2024), these efforts were widely criticised. 
For instance, civil society groups from the North and East publicly rejected the CTUR in letters to the government, citing the absence of 
meaningful consultation with conflict-affected communities and concerns about its credibility (Daily FT, 2024).

Meanwhile, unresolved post-war grievances, such as land disputes, cases of missing persons, and demands for greater power sharing 
(Kodikara, 2023; CPA, 2024a; Akilan, 2024), continue to hinder confidence-building between citizens and the state. Instances of violence, 
including hate speech, riots targeting Muslims, and attacks on Christian and Hindu places of worship, further undermine reconciliation 
efforts (Verité Media, 2024; Sri Lanka Guardian, 2024). Ongoing economic hardship has added another layer of strain, complicating efforts 
to meaningfully advance reconciliation (see also Sri Lanka Barometer, 2024).

Efforts and setbacks related to reconciliation continue to unfold against the backdrop of substantial political and economic transitions, 
marked by, among other things, the emergence of the Aragalaya movement in 2022 and the landmark 2024 elections (Freedom House, 
2022; Asia Foundation, 2022; CPA, 2023). The elections reflected this shift, highlighting the political agency of citizens who, for the first 
time in post-independence Sri Lanka, voted a leftist political party into power (Benerjee, 2024; Elis-Peterson, 2024; Amer, 2024; Silva, 2025). 

This recent political transition marks a notable moment in Sri Lanka’s reconciliation trajectory, with the new government articulating a 
strong commitment to national unity, reconciliation, and inclusive development. This is evident in its policy frameworks, leadership rhetoric, 
and electoral strategies (UN Sri Lanka, 2024; Hattotuwa, 2024; Dissanayake, 2025). The government’s manifesto emphasises the need to 
involve all communities in national development, advocating for a production-oriented economy that ensures equitable distribution of 
benefits alongside principles of equality, democracy, and the devolution of power (NPP, 2024). 

In his inaugural parliamentary address, President Anura Kumara Dissanayake reinforced this vision by acknowledging the suffering of 
all communities affected by conflict and calling for a shift from divisive to inclusive political discourse (Perera, 2025). This orientation 
extends to economic policy, with targeted investments in the Northern and Eastern Provinces aimed at reducing regional disparities 
and promoting balanced growth (Sri Lanka Brief, 2025). In its first months in office, the government took initial steps such as reopening 
the Palaly-Achchuveli road in Jaffna after 34 years of military closure (Presidential Secretariat, 2024), shutting down the Paruthithurai 
military camp, and returning a small number of land plots to civilian owners (Madhav, 2024; Ministry of Defence, 2025). These actions were 
accompanied by reiterated commitments to reconciliation and acknowledgements of past institutional and systemic failures (UN Sri Lanka, 
2024; Hattotuwa, 2024; Dissanayake, 2025). While the Interim Secretariat for Truth and Reconciliation Mechanism (ISTRM) – originally 
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tasked with laying the groundwork for the CTUR – appears to have been discontinued, the new administration has also publicly reaffirmed 
its commitment to a credible and consultative truth and reconciliation mechanism to address historical injustices (NPP, 2024; Sri Lanka 
Brief, 2025).

Although these signals initially generated cautious optimism, the first half of 2025 has also brought growing scrutiny regarding the 
administration’s ability to fulfil its reconciliation-related commitments in a timely and meaningful way (CPA, 2025a). Delays in repealing 
the controversial Prevention of Terrorism Act (PTA), its use by the new administration on several occasions (Human Rights Watch, 2024c), 
and the absence of a clear roadmap for transitional justice have raised concerns about the depth and durability of the government’s 
commitment (CPA, 2025a).

At this current political juncture, Sri Lankans are navigating their agency within political, social, and economic spheres, and deliberating 
their expectations for systemic change. The 2025 SLB Survey captures public sentiment at this intersection of hopefulness and uncertainty, 
offering evidence-based insights into the evolving priorities, needs, and expectations at the heart of this critical moment of transition.

1.2.	 RATIONALE FOR THE SRI LANKA BAROMETER

In the aftermath of Sri Lanka’s protracted civil war and amid ongoing political transition, the challenge of ensuring justice, promoting 
accountable governance, and addressing unresolved grievances remains central. While past efforts have laid important groundwork, their 
impact has often been shaped by shifting political priorities and uneven implementation. As the country moves through a period of political 
recalibration, there is also a sense of renewed opportunity – to rebuild trust, strengthen democratic accountability, and place citizens firmly 
at the centre of reconciliation efforts. Understanding how people across diverse communities perceive these processes is essential, not 
only to assess progress but to guide meaningful action. The SLB responds to this need by offering a robust, evidence-based tool to capture 
public opinion, systematically amplify citizens’ voices in public discourse, and support more responsive and inclusive policymaking.

The term ‘barometer’ describes a tool in the social sciences used to measure societal issues across diverse contexts. Examples include the 
Eurobarometer (since 1973), the Latinobarómetro (since 1995), the Afrobarometer (since 1999), and the AmericasBarometer (since 2004). In 
conflict-affected contexts, barometers are used to measure reconciliation over time, for instance through the South African Reconciliation 
Barometer (since 2003), Australian Reconciliation Barometer (since 2008), and Canadian Reconciliation Barometer (since 2016). Barometer 
survey results inform decision-making processes, policies, and interventions, identify key societal issues, and monitor progress (Cole and 
Firchow, 2019). Grounded in the collection of public opinion data – primarily from individual respondents at the household level – they 
include a range of indicators that capture citizens’ opinions, attitudes, behaviours, and relationships, focusing on their personal experiences 
within dynamic political, social, and economic contexts. Conducted periodically, they track trends over time, providing valuable insights 
and enabling analyses at specific points in time or over defined timelines (Cole and Firchow, 2019). 

Building on these global efforts, the SLB conducts regular, nationally representative public opinion surveys (see also Section 2), providing 
comprehensive insights into how reconciliation is experienced and understood across communities. By making findings publicly accessible, 
the SLB aims to deepen the understanding of how Sri Lankans perceive reconciliation and its key dimensions, track progress, and ultimately 
inform public discourse and policymaking with robust data. Additionally, the SLB seeks to establish a repository of public opinion and 
experiences of reconciliation, serving as a public resource that provides relevant data to stakeholders in government, civil society, academia, 
and media.

In this way, the SLB aligns with both international good practice and calls from local stakeholders to place citizens at the centre of the 
reconciliation process. It enables stakeholders to better understand and systematically consider the needs and priorities of people across 
different communities and supports the development of inclusive, people-centred solutions – all of which are essential for reconciliation 
(Silva, 2018). 

1.3.	 CONCEPTUALISING THE SRI LANKA BAROMETER

To serve its purpose meaningfully, the SLB could not simply replicate international models – it had to be firmly rooted in the Sri Lankan 
context. While it drew inspiration from global efforts, particularly the South African Reconciliation Barometer that has been implemented 
for over two decades by the Institute for Justice and Reconciliation (IJR), the SLB has consistently prioritised local relevance, inclusivity, 
and legitimacy. With technical support and guidance from the IJR, the SLB adopted a consultative and participatory approach to root its 
design in the Sri Lankan context and align itself with citizens’ aspirations for reconciliation. 

The SLB’s conceptual framework was developed through a series of expert and community consultations conducted between 2018 and 
2019, drawing on the insights of over 250 individuals across the country, including researchers, peacebuilding practitioners, and community 
members. These exchanges were instrumental in ensuring that the SLB’s conceptualisation reflected both the relevant academic discourse 
and the lived realities of Sri Lankans. They also highlighted that people’s thoughts and experiences of reconciliation are diverse, dynamic, 
context-specific, subjective, and very personal. 

This national consultative process facilitated the identification of eight dimensions of reconciliation relevant to Sri Lankans and the national 
context: Dealing with the Past, Justice for All, Identity and Belonging, Trust, Equality of Opportunity, Active Citizenship, Accountable 
Governance, and Security and Wellbeing (see also Annex 1). These dimensions formed the foundation of the SLB’s conceptual framework 
and were treated as the thematic pillars around which people’s everyday experiences of reconciliation could be meaningfully explored. 
Each conceptual dimension was subsequently further developed through a dedicated concept paper, offering insights into key concepts 
and debates on relevant themes. These papers helped define the indicators and questions used in the SLB Survey. 
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Ongoing engagement through community outreach, as well as discussion forums with academics, practitioners, and civil society actors, 
continues to inform and refine the SLB’s dimensions, indicators, and questionnaire design – ensuring that the tool remains grounded in Sri 
Lanka’s evolving social, political, and economic context.

1.4.	 IMPLEMENTING THE SRI LANKA BAROMETER 

The SLB was piloted under the Strengthening Reconciliation Processes in Sri Lanka (SRP) programme between 2018 and 2022 and is 
currently supported by the Strengthening Social Cohesion and Peace in Sri Lanka (SCOPE) programme. Both SRP and SCOPE are co-
funded by the European Union and the German Federal Foreign Office and implemented by GIZ in partnership with the Government of Sri 
Lanka.

Operating through strategic partnerships with national and international entities, the SLB ensures that a broad range of perspectives and 
expertise enriches and informs its work. This collaborative setup not only enhances methodological robustness, but also safeguards the 
initiative’s objectivity and impartiality. Current SLB partners include SCOPE, the IJR in South Africa, and The Insights Initiative.1 The SLB has 
also collaborated with the Centre for Poverty Analysis (CEPA) on the Sri Lanka Barometer Young Researchers Programme, which mentored 
early-career researchers in reconciliation-focused research; with the National Peace Council (NPC) for community outreach initiatives; and 
with Verité Research for workshops with media professionals and student journalists on ethical journalism. In addition, the SLB collaborates 
with a growing network of academics, practitioners, and volunteers.

The SLB Baseline Survey was conducted in 2020 and followed by the 2021 SLB Survey, which marked the beginning of the regular biannual 
survey interval. The 2020, 2021, 2023, and 2025 SLB Surveys were all administered in the field by Survey Research Lanka. An interim 2022 
Snapshot Survey of smaller scope, implemented by Verité Research, focused on exploring the impacts of the 2022 economic crisis on social 
cohesion. 

In addition to the regular, biannual quantitative surveys, the SLB commissions complementary research, predominantly using 
qualitative methods, to further explore and understand selected findings identified from the survey. Between 2021 and 2025, ten 
additional research outputs were completed in partnership with local researchers. All SLB Surveys and other publications are available  
at: www.srilankabarometer.lk/publications. 

The SLB also undertakes communications and outreach initiatives aimed at both disseminating findings among key stakeholders and the 
wider public, and at including local voices into the ongoing development of the SLB initiative and survey tool (see also Section 1.3). At the 
time of writing this report, over 6,000 individuals have participated in outreach events, engaging with SLB findings or exploring how the 
data can inform their work. Events are announced on the SLB’s website as well as social media channels on Facebook, Instagram, and X. 

1.5.	 STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT 

While the SLB tracks a broad range of indicators across eight dimensions of reconciliation, this report focuses on a subset of indicators 
to explore selected issues in greater depth. A summary of trends in other core indicators is provided in the 2025 SLB Overview of Key 
Indicators and more findings are accessible via the SLB’s Online Data Analysis Tool. Full datasets for past iterations of the SLB Survey are 
available through the Roper Center for Public Opinion Research.

As stated, this report seeks to address the evolving dynamics of reconciliation in the context of the political transition of 2024 as well as its 
implications for governance and active citizenship. The analysis is structured around three principal research questions:

	y How do citizens perceive reconciliation amid the current political transition? This section examines indicators that provide insight 
into the current state of reconciliation in Sri Lanka, including perceived demand, progress, barriers to reconciliation, and perspectives 
on who bears the greatest responsibility for advancing it (Section 3). 

	y How do citizens perceive the governance systems, structures, and civic space required to advance reconciliation? Focused on 
the dimension of Accountable Governance, this section analyses indicators such as political trust, perceptions of corruption, and 
personal freedoms to provide insights into how citizens perceive the responsiveness and accountability of existing governance 
systems and structures in supporting reconciliation efforts (Section 4).

	y How do individuals perceive their own role in driving change for reconciliation? Shifting the focus from systems to individuals, this 
section explores indicators such as active citizenship, political agency, and political efficacy – both internal and external – to assess 
the extent to which citizens feel empowered to contribute to advancing reconciliation (Section 5). 

The report concludes with a synthesis of key findings, highlighting overarching trends across the three thematic areas (Section 6) and 
policy recommendations (Section 7).

1 The Insights Initiative is a local non-profit research organisation that has been established in 2025 to institutionally anchor and carry forward the Sri Lanka 

Barometer initiative.
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The SLB uses a quantitative survey methodology to measure people’s attitudes, opinions, and beliefs on a wide range of social, political, 
economic, and cultural issues. As part of a special class of public opinion surveys, it is designed to provide nuanced information about 
people’s views at various levels of disaggregation.

Data is collected using a structured survey questionnaire based on the SLB’s conceptual framework (see Annex 1), which was developed 
through extensive community and expert consultations as well as research conducted ahead of the first iteration of the SLB Survey. The 
framework consists of eight conceptual dimensions, each with sub-dimensions and associated social indicators that measure people’s 
views on key concepts and form the basis for quantitative analysis. Core indicators are retained across survey rounds to track trends in 
public opinion on reconciliation over time, while new items are added into successive iterations to capture emerging issues. Examples 
include survey items on the impact of the COVID pandemic added in 2021, the economic crisis in 2023, and changes in the post-election 
period in 2025. 

After conducting the SLB Baseline Survey in 2020 and a first follow-up in 2021, the SLB adopted a biannual survey interval, following the 
South African model. This frequency is sufficient to measure societal trends over time while ensuring feasibility, economic viability, and 
sustainability. A pilot survey with 60 respondents is conducted for each survey iteration to ensure the validity and reliability of survey 
questions prior to administering the survey country-wide. 

The data for the 2025 iteration was collected in January and February 2025. A comprehensive overview of the data collection process is 
provided in Annex 2.

2.1.	 SAMPLING FRAMEWORK

The sample was selected from a sample frame of Sri Lankans aged 18 years and above. According to the 2012 Census, this group comprised 
approximately 70% of the total population, or 14,230,273 out of 20,359,439.2  The final sample for the 2025 SLB Survey was 3,876 respondents.3  

The sample has a 95% confidence level and a margin of error of 1.6% at the national level. Based on the adult population identified in 
the census, an optimal sample size was determined to ensure representativeness across multiple levels of disaggregation – including by 
province, spatial location, ethnicity, religion, gender, and age cohort. 

A more detailed explanation of the sampling framework can be found in Annex 2. 

2.2.	 DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION

The analysis presented in this report utilises two forms of measure: composite indicators and single-item indicators. 

A composite indicator is constructed based on multiple survey questionnaire items used to measure a single concept (e.g., political trust, 
active citizenship). In most cases, composite indicators are comprised of three or more survey items, which are scored by respondents on 
a 5-point Likert scale and then rescaled from 0 to 10 to facilitate interpretation and visualisation. The results are presented as single mean 
scores from 0 to 10 for each composite indicator, with higher scores representing greater sentiment towards the concept being measured.

Single-item indicators are constituted of individual survey questionnaire items and are designed specifically as single survey items to 
understand specific issues (e.g., meaning of reconciliation, barriers to reconciliation). The data from single-item indicators is presented in 
the form of frequencies (percentage of the population). 

The survey questions used to measure each indicator are presented in Annex 4, corresponding to the graph numbers illustrating indicators 
throughout the report.

2 At the time of writing this report, the figures from the 2012 Census conducted by the Department of Census and Statistics remain the latest official 

population estimates. A new national census is currently underway and, if available in time, will serve as the basis for sampling in the 2027 SLB Survey.

3 The sample size was 3,880 for the 2020 Baseline Survey, 3,860 for the 2021 Survey, and 3,876 in 2023, enabling comparison across the different survey 

iterations.
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2.3.	 ADDITIONAL NOTES 

The survey report presents findings based on valid percentages, excluding missing values. Missing data are, however, explicitly noted in the 
report when they exceed 15% and warrant caution in interpretation or are relevant to substantive analysis. Comprehensive datasets that 
include missing values are available for further analysis via the Roper Center Archives.

Comparisons for the Up-Country Tamil4  ethnic group begin in 2023, due to the availability of disaggregated data from that year (refer to 
Annex 2 for details). 

This report presents several new indicators added in 2025. Though lacking trend analysis or comparison with previous years, they provide 
initial insights into newly measured concepts: 

	y Greatest Responsibility for Reconciliation (Section 3) 

	y Perceived Level of Corruption (Section 4)

	y Effectiveness of Governments in Addressing Corruption (Section 4)

	y Institutions with Most Corruption (Section 4)

	y Political Agency (Section 5) 

4 While the Sri Lankan census classifies this ethnic group as Indian Tamil, existing research and community discussions highlight that many within the group 

prefer alternative terms that reflect their distinct cultural and historical identity. Commonly used self-identifiers include Up-Country Tamil, Malaiyaha Makkal/

Tamil, and Indian Origin Tamil. In recognition of these preferences, the SLB adopts the term Up-Country Tamil, while fully acknowledging and respecting the 

range of terms this community uses to self-identify.
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Since the end of the civil war in 2009, Sri Lanka’s reconciliation journey has been marked by periods of progress, ambiguity, and uneven 
political commitment (see Section 1.1). In this dynamic and often contested context, the SLB has tracked public perceptions since 2020, 
recognising that understanding how citizens experience and interpret reconciliation is essential to shaping responsive and inclusive 
reconciliation efforts.

Accordingly, this section considers how citizens perceive reconciliation amid the current political transition. It provides insights into 
the public demand for reconciliation and perceptions of progress made thus far. It also explores how Sri Lankans understand the term 
reconciliation, what they perceive as the barriers to its achievement, and who they think should bear the greatest responsibility for 
advancing reconciliation efforts.

3.1.	 SRI LANKA’S RECONCILIATION DEFICIT

Since 2020, the SLB has measured public perceptions of both the demand for reconciliation as well as the perceived progress in achieving 
reconciliation. Throughout various crises – including the economic crisis of 2022, which shifted the national agenda towards recovery – 
survey findings have consistently shown that while the demand for reconciliation remains high, perceived progress continues to lag (Figure 
1). This trend also holds in 2025, with results showing a slight uptick at the national level in both demand and perceived progress, returning 
to levels observed in 2020 after a slight decline in 2023. This increase, smaller in terms of demand but more pronounced in terms of 
progress, may reflect renewed public attention to reconciliation amid the 2024 political transition and early gestures by the newly elected 
government (see Section 1.1). These findings indicate that reconciliation remains a core concern for citizens, even during times of economic 
hardship, political change, and shifting national priorities. 

Figure 1: Demand for and Progress of Reconciliation, Nationally, Mean, 2020-2025
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At the same time, a gap persists between high public demand – what people feel is needed – and lower levels of perceived progress – what 
they believe has been achieved. This divergence, referred to as a ‘reconciliation deficit’ (Lederach, 1997; Uyangoda, 2011), underscores 
the continued need for bridging the gap between public aspiration and perceived realisation. It serves as a bellwether to gauge the level 
of dissatisfaction with, and likely alienation from, reconciliation efforts that citizens may experience. A widening deficit reflects growing 
disenchantment and loss of confidence among people in such efforts, which may adversely impact future initiatives. Conversely, a narrowing 
deficit indicates that reconciliation efforts are keeping pace with people’s expectations, thereby fostering their continued confidence in 
such processes and their personal contributions towards reconciliation efforts. 

The findings further show that results for both demand and progress are broadly consistent across different ethnic groups (Figures 2 and 3), 
confirming that reconciliation is a shared national priority rather than just a concern of minority groups. At the same time, some variations 
emerge: demand is slightly higher among Sri Lankan Tamils and Muslims, likely reflecting their historical and ongoing experiences of conflict, 
giving them a more immediate and profound stake in the process (CPA, 2024b; Sepala, 2025). Notably, results among Up-Country Tamils 
show the lowest levels of perceived progress, with no change between 2023 and 2025 – unlike all other groups. This stagnation may reflect 
their continued marginalisation in national reconciliation efforts and discourse (Thirangama, 2013; CSCS, 2017; MeeNilankco et al., 2025). 

The reconciliation deficit is more pronounced among Sri Lankan Tamils (2.2 points) and Up-Country Tamils (2.1 points) than Sinhalese and 
Muslims (1.6 points). These disparities underscore the need for more intentional efforts to include historically overlooked communities in 
policy conversations. They also point to the importance of reconciliation strategies that recognise both shared aspirations and uneven 
experiences of progress among different groups. 
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Figure 2: Demand for Reconciliation, by Ethnic Group, Mean, 2020-2025
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Figure 3: Progress of Reconciliation, by Ethnic Group, Mean, 2020-2025
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3.2.	 WHAT RECONCILIATION MEANS TO SRI LANKANS

When measuring the demand for and progress of reconciliation, it is crucial to understand how Sri Lankans make sense of the term itself, as 
these interpretations can shape expectations and inform action. Since 2020, public interpretations of reconciliation have both consolidated 
and diversified. The most striking trend is a sharp rise in the percentage of Sri Lankans who understand reconciliation as unity/positive 
relations between all ethnic and religious groups, which rose from 28.8% in 2021 to 48.5% in 2025 (Figure 4). This marks the highest figure 
recorded since the SLB Surveys began and suggests that reconciliation is increasingly understood not merely as the absence of conflict, 
but rather as the presence of meaningful coexistence and intergroup solidarity – a vision that goes beyond simply restoring order to instead 
actively building social cohesion. 

Other understandings of reconciliation – such as helping, supporting, trusting each other (9.3%), ensuring freedom and equality for all (7.8%), 
and economic development/prosperity (3.8%) – also point to an expanding recognition of its social, structural, and economic dimensions. 
Only 6.5% of respondents in 2025 define reconciliation as peace/harmony/no conflict, reflecting a narrower understanding. This distinction 
is important: while peace and non-violence are necessary conditions, they are not sufficient for reconciliation (Lerche, 2000; Philpott, 2012). 
The growing association between reconciliation and a wider set of societal aspirations indicates rising expectations for transformative 
processes focused on repairing relationships rather than simply containing tensions.

Notably, the proportion of respondents who describe reconciliation in broad, unqualified terms – reconciliation is good/important/necessary 
– has steadily declined, from 15.9% in 2020 to just 5.9% in 2025. This should not be interpreted as declining support for reconciliation 
(as evidenced by high levels of demand in Figures 1 and 2). Rather, in the context of rising responses that emphasise unity, freedom, 
equality, and crucial elements of peaceful coexistence, these shifts likely reflect a more developed and concrete understanding of what 
reconciliation entails. 
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Figure 4: Meaning of Reconciliation, Nationally, %, 2025
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While responses increasingly cluster around a few dominant themes, 12% of Sri Lankans provided a response coded as other, reflecting 
more disparate responses that did not align with any of the main categories. This continued diversity suggests that, even as shared 
understandings of reconciliation are gaining traction, the concept remains interpreted in varied and sometimes ambiguous ways. Such 
variation underscores the importance of sustained public dialogue and inclusive engagement, especially if reconciliation is to be translated 
from abstract principle into meaningful, widely supported action.

It should also be noted that 6% of respondents indicated they don’t know enough to say/don’t understand, while 22% did not respond 
at all (missing data). This may reflect limited familiarity with the term in local languages (සංහිඳියාවixys|shdj [saṁhin̆diyāva] and ey;ypzf;fk; 
[nalliṇakkam]) or its infrequent everyday use. It does not, however, inherently suggest that these individuals dismiss the importance 
of reconciliation itself. In fact, other indicators reveal that this sub-group of respondents still highly valued other core components of 
reconciliation such as dealing with the past (mean score of 7.2 for this group), recognising past injustices (7.3), memorialisation (7.2), and a 
collective Sri Lankan identity (7.9). This suggests that even among those unable to define the term, there is an intuitive understanding of 
and support for its core principles.

3.3.	 RESPONSIBILITY, BARRIERS, AND RECONCILIATION INSTITUTIONS 

In 2025, the SLB introduced a new survey indicator to assess who Sri Lankans believe holds the greatest responsibility for advancing 
reconciliation in the country. This addition was informed by insights from SLB community outreach programmes, where this question 
frequently emerged as a topic of discussion, as well as by the 2024 election discourse, which highlighted differing approaches to 
responsibility and implementation (CPA, 2024c). These discussions underscored the importance of understanding how citizens assign 
responsibility for reconciliation, shedding more light on how people conceptualise it and whom they look to for leadership in its realisation.

Among those who responded to the question on the meaning of reconciliation,5  50.7% identify political institutions and actors, including 
the government (24.1%), president (22.8%), and politicians (3.8%), as bearing primary responsibility for advancing it. In contrast, 40.5% 
attribute this responsibility to all people/society/the public. While trends are broadly similar across ethnic groups, a higher proportion 
of Up-Country Tamils (51.9%) assigns primary responsibility to all people/society/the public, and higher proportions of Sri Lankan Tamils 
(29.9%), Up-Country Tamils (27.4%), and Muslims (25.5%) identify the president as holding the greatest responsibility, compared to Sinhalese 
respondents (20.7%) (Figure 5). The specific emphasis on the president may reflect both the heightened focus on the recent elections 
and the powers associated with Sri Lanka’s executive presidency. Additionally, minority communities seem to expect stronger executive 
leadership in addressing historical grievances. Overall, the findings point to a dual conceptualisation of reconciliation as both a social and 
a political process. 

Interestingly, only 3.5% of respondents ascribe primary responsibility for reconciliation to religious leaders. This does not imply that religious 
figures are viewed as unimportant in reconciliation efforts, but rather that they may not be seen as responsible for driving this process. 
It may also reflect the controversial role of individual religious figures in the recent past, including involvement in nationalist movements 
and rhetoric that has in some instances contributed to communal tensions or violence against minorities (Keenan, 2022; Associated Press, 
2022). 

5 Respondents who indicated that they did not understand the term reconciliation/did not answer the preceding question were excluded from the question 

on assigning responsibility, as it would not be meaningful to ask individuals to attribute responsibility for a concept they do not recognise or comprehend.
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Figure 5: Greatest Responsibility for Advancing Reconciliation, Nationally and by Ethnic Group, %, 2025
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Disaggregating responses to this question by gender also reveals some notable differences (Figure 6). More men than women assign primary 
responsibility for reconciliation to political actors and institutions such as the president, politicians, and the government, with a combined 
total of 56.2% as compared to 45.2% of women. In contrast, more women than men emphasise collective social responsibility, with 47% 
attributing reconciliation efforts to all people/society/the public compared to 33.9% of men. Additionally, albeit a smaller response category 
overall, more than twice as many men see primary responsibility with religious leaders (5.2% compared to 1.9% of women). These findings 
highlight a gendered divergence in how responsibility for reconciliation is understood, wherein men appear more likely to look toward 
authority figures and institutional actors to lead the process and women more often emphasise shared responsibility among all individuals 
and communities. These differing understandings may reflect deeply embedded gendered structures in Sri Lankan society (FOKUS, 2016; 
Fonseka and Schulz, 2020), where women’s more limited participation in formal political processes may shape their emphasis on social 
engagement, while men’s greater integration into these structures may lead them to place less emphasis on relational or community-based 
dimensions of reconciliation.

Figure 6: Greatest Responsibility for Advancing Reconciliation, Nationally and by Gender, %, 2025
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Similar gendered patterns emerge in the perceptions of barriers to reconciliation (Figure 7). Women predominantly identify socioeconomic 
issues, including a lack of harmony (21.6%), economic inequality (15.2%), discrimination (12.8%), language barriers (4.4%), and people’s 
attitudes (13.1%), with a combined percentage of 67.1%, compared to 49.1% for men. Conversely, more men identify political challenges, such 
as abuse of power (16.6%), lack of political will (13.1%), divisive nationalist politics (7.2%), and corruption (2.2%), as significant obstacles, with 
a combined total of 39.1%, compared to 23.2% for women. 
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Figure 7: Biggest Barrier to Reconciliation, Nationally and by Gender, %, 2025
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This gendered lens intersects with broader national trends. Political factors have featured prominently as perceived barriers to reconciliation 
since SLB data collection commenced in 2020. In 2023, a combined total of 53.6% of Sri Lankans identified political issues, such as abuse 
of political power/centralisation of power/political influence, lack of political will, and divisive nationalist politics, as significant obstacles. 
By 2025, this figure has dropped significantly to 29.2%. Particularly notable is the decline in the perception of political will as a barrier, 
which decreased from 25.7% in 2020 to 10.4% in 2025, and divisive nationalist politics, which fell from 37.5% in 2020 to 6.0% in 2025 (Figure 
8). While political issues remain a concern for many, these changes may reflect a broader shift in public sentiment, marked by cautious 
optimism and rising expectations for institutional responsiveness in the wake of the 2024 political transition.

Figure 8: Biggest Barrier to Reconciliation, Responses for Lack of Political Will and Divisive Nationalist Politics, Nationally, %, 
2020-2025
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The emphasis on political actors, albeit having decreased as an identified barrier, may also reflect the view that reconciliation should be 
a political priority. This interpretation aligns with the high levels of demand for reconciliation (see Section 3.1) and the high importance 
attributed to reconciliation institutions (national mean score of 7.8 in 2025), including the Human Rights Commission of Sri Lanka (HRCSL), 
OMP, OR, and the proposed CTUR (Figure 9). 

The importance placed on these institutions is relatively similar across provinces, with slightly higher scores within the Northern and 
Eastern Provinces. These regions, having borne the brunt of the civil war, continue to face challenges such as land disputes and unresolved 
issues surrounding disappearances (Human Rights Watch, 2018; Wanigasuriya, 2020; Human Rights Watch, 2024a), and may therefore 
perceive these institutions to be particularly important in addressing past harms, securing justice, and facilitating long-awaited redress.
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Figure 9: Importance of Reconciliation Institutions, Nationally and by Province, Mean, 2020-2025
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It should also be noted that 10.1% of respondents did not respond to this indicator (missing data), which may suggest a lack of familiarity 
with these institutions for one in ten respondents. This points to a possible gap between the high expectations placed on them and a lack 
of awareness about their roles and mandates. It further underscores the need for both greater public outreach and strengthened capacity 
to deliver on their functions, to increase visibility, effectiveness, and legitimacy (see also Sri Lanka Barometer, 2024).

3.4.	 SUMMARY

The SLB findings presented in this section point to a range of perspectives and tensions that continue to surround the idea and practice 
of reconciliation in Sri Lanka. They reveal a persistent reconciliation deficit and highlight complex understandings of the roles of societal, 
political, and institutional mechanisms in advancing – or hindering – reconciliation and sustainable peace. While public demand for 
reconciliation remains high, assessments of progress continue to lag, with both political actors and collective societal efforts seen as 
central to this journey. 

Furthermore, gendered analyses reveal differences in how men and women understand and experience reconciliation and its obstacles. 
More men perceive reconciliation as a political process, reliant on institutional mechanisms and authority figures, whereas more women view 
it as a community-driven, social process requiring collective engagement – patterns that may be shaped by broader gendered structures 
in society. Rather than reinforcing these divides, reconciliation efforts should actively challenge them: by ensuring women’s inclusion in 
institutional and political spaces, and by encouraging men’s engagement in social and community-based processes. 
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Sri Lanka’s progress in reconciliation has been slow and uneven in the years since the end of the war (Aliff, 2016; Fernando, 2020; 
Upuldeniya et al., 2022), often hindered by shifting political priorities and inconsistent implementation of existing policies across successive 
governments (Dimuthu Kumari, 2024; EconomyNext, 2024; The Morning, 2025). Reflecting the link between governance and reconciliation, 
one of the eight dimensions of reconciliation measured through the SLB is Accountable Governance, which considers issues of government 
inclusivity, credibility, stability, responsiveness, transparency, and accountability in systems that serve all citizens equitably (Sri Devapura, 
2024). 

Against this backdrop, this section explores the following question: How do citizens perceive the governance systems, structures, and civic 
space required to advance reconciliation? It examines public perceptions of the political and institutional landscape shaping reconciliation 
in Sri Lanka today, with a focus on political trust, corruption, and personal freedoms. Analysis of these indicators offers insight into citizen 
assessments of the integrity of governance systems, the effectiveness of institutional structures, and the openness of civic space in post-
war Sri Lanka. 

4.1.	 SHIFTS IN POLITICAL TRUST AND REGIONAL DYNAMICS

Section 3 noted a significant decrease in the perceptions of political will as a barrier to reconciliation in 2025 compared with earlier years. 
This shift is complemented by trends in the political trust indicator – which measures public confidence in institutions, including the 
national government, local government, divisional secretariat, police, and courts – mirroring optimism in perceptions of political intent and 
trust at the time of data collection in early 2025. 

Political trust scores at the national level increased notably, rising by a full point to 6.9 from 5.9 in 2023 and reaching the highest levels of 
recorded political trust measured by the SLB since 2020 (Figure 10). These results mark a steady recovery from a low of 4.8 in 2021 and may 
reflect a sense of renewed public confidence following several key events, most notably the Aragalaya movement in 2022 and the landslide 
victory of the newly elected government in 2024.

Figure 10: Political Trust, Nationally, Mean, 2020-2025
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This national trend is reflected across most provinces, with the North Western Province recording the highest levels of political trust 
(mean score of 7.2) and the Southern and Sabaragamuwa Provinces showing the most notable year-on-year increases, each rising by 1.3 
points (Figure 11). However, political trust declined in the Northern and Eastern Provinces, reflecting more complex regional dynamics. One 
contributing factor may be the outcome of the 2024 parliamentary elections, in which the National People’s Power (NPP) achieved notable 
success. While they secured victories in traditionally Tamil-majority districts such as Jaffna (Election Commission of Sri Lanka, 2024), 
marking the first instance of a non-Tamil party securing wins in these areas, this was largely attributed to the high fragmentation of Tamil 
political parties at the time (Tamil Guardian, 2025a; Kuruwita, 2025). Additionally, longstanding justice claims related to the war remain 
unresolved, continuing to erode trust and reflecting the fractured relationship between Tamil communities and the state (Satkunanathan, 
2025). These patterns underscore the nuanced regional dynamics and the complexities of political trust in post-war contexts.
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Figure 11: Political Trust, Nationally and by Province, Mean, 2020-2025
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4.2.	 CORRUPTION AND ITS IMPACT ON RECONCILIATION

In recent years, the issue of corruption has gained considerable prominence within public discourse, largely catalysed by the economic 
crisis (ICG, 2024; CPA, 2023a). It has been widely identified as a key driver of the economic collapse and the subsequent hardships 
endured by citizens (CEPA, 2024; CPA, 2025b; World Bank, 2025; EconomyNext, 2025). Beyond its economic impact, corruption also 
hampers reconciliation processes by undermining political trust, diminishing individual agency, and eroding political efficacy (Richey, 2010; 
Transparency International, 2014; Jha et al., 2025). 

In 2024, Sri Lanka scored 32 out of 100 in Transparency International’s Corruption Perceptions Index (CPI),6 where lower scores indicate 
higher levels of perceived corruption, reflecting a moderately high assessment of public sector corruption below the regional average score 
of 44. Sri Lanka ranked 121st out of 180 countries, placing it in the bottom third globally (Transparency International, 2025a; 2025c).  

In this context, the NPP’s anti-corruption agenda played a key role in bolstering its public appeal (Aamer, 2024; Hattotuwa, 2025). Reflecting 
these developments, the SLB introduced a series of corruption indicators in 2025 to gauge public opinion about its perceived prevalence 
and impact.

At the national level, perceptions of public sector corruption are moderately high in 2025, with a mean score of 6.1. Looking at the provincial 
level, mean scores are slightly lower than the national average in the North Western and North Central Provinces (5.6 and 5.7 respectively), 
while the Northern and Eastern Provinces perceive slightly higher levels of corruption (6.5 and 6.4 respectively) (Figure 12). These findings 
are consistent with lower levels of political trust and perceived state responsiveness in the Northern and Eastern Provinces (see Sections 
4.1, 5.1). Other studies similarly suggests that regions where institutions are perceived as less accountable or responsive tend to report 
higher levels of corruption (Danish et al., 2024). The convergence of indicators – namely political trust, state responsiveness, and perceived 
corruption – points to the need for further research into how these dynamics interact. Future iterations of the SLB Survey will enable 
tracking and comparison of these trends over time.

Figure 12: Perceived Level of Corruption in the Public Sector, Nationally and by Province, Mean, 2025
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6 The CPI is not based on general public opinion surveys but draws on expert assessments and business surveys, considering factors such as bribery, 

embezzlement, or nepotism. The SLB’s measurement compliments these findings.

4. SYSTEMS, STRUCTURES, AND SPACE FOR RECONCILIATION



20

When asked which public institutions exhibit the highest levels of corruption, nearly half of the respondents point to parliament (43.4%), 
followed by the police (14.5%), and local government bodies (12.5%), including provincial councils, local councils, and Grama Niladhari offices. 
These results highlight the importance of continued efforts to strengthen institutional integrity and rebuild public trust in democratic 
structures.

In light of these concerns, the 2025 SLB Survey asked respondents to compare their expectations of the current government’s ability to 
effectively address corruption with that of previous administrations, offering insight into public confidence in prospects for reform.

While it is important to consider that only a few months had passed between the elections and the start of survey data collection in January 
2025, the results nonetheless reveal considerable optimism among citizens, with 38.7% describing the current administration as either 
effective or very effective in addressing corruption (Figure 13). In contrast, only 12.5% of respondents believe that previous governments 
were effective in this regard. Conversely, only 10.2% of respondents expect the current government to be ineffective, combining responses 
for not effective and not effective at all. This is markedly lower than the 45.8% who express similar sentiments about previous governments. 
These perceptions align with the broader increase in political trust observed in 2025, suggesting a mutually reinforcing relationship: 
confidence in the government’s ability to address a major issue like corruption may contribute to rising trust, just as heightened trust may 
shape more favourable perceptions of its effectiveness in addressing corruption. 

It should be noted that this observed optimism, while encouraging, may be attributable to the post-election bump and novelty of the new 
government. In future SLB iterations, it will be important to track whether such perceptions are sustained.

Figure 13: Effectiveness of Previous and Present Government(s) in Addressing Corruption, Nationally, %, 2025
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 4.3.	 PERCEPTIONS OF DEMOCRATIC SPACE

Effective governance systems characterised by inclusivity, credibility, stability, responsiveness, transparency, and accountability are vital 
for advancing reconciliation and establishing a robust democratic framework (Grindle, 2010). Additionally, open and secure democratic 
spaces play a crucial role in fostering both reconciliation and the strength of democratic institutions (Gomez, 2019; Carothers and Hartnett, 
2021). To examine these dynamics, the SLB explores perceived levels of personal freedoms and community safety in the country. 

Perceptions of personal freedoms increased significantly from a mean score of 6.0 in 2023 to 7.4 in 2025 – the highest level recorded since 
SLB data collection began (Figure 14). While lower assessments of personal freedoms in previous SLB rounds are consistent with other 
data,7 the sharp increase in 2025 likely captures the heightened public expectations for tangible reforms and improvements in democratic 
space surrounding the recent political transition. These shifts also resonate with the increase in political trust observed in 2025, suggesting 
a shared public perception that institutional change and greater civic freedoms may now be more attainable.

The SLB findings on community safety also reflect positive sentiments. This indicator measures people’s feeling of safety in the presence of 
law enforcement, military, and state intelligence operatives. Notably, the national scores for community safety have remained consistently 
high, with a slight increase observed in 2025 (from 8.3 in 2023 to 8.5 in 2025) (Figure 14). 

7 Sri Lanka scores of 5.2 out of 10 in the 2024 Human Freedom Index, positioning it within the lower third globally (Vásquez et al., 2024). As the Human Freedom 

Index is based on third party data, including legal indicators from various sources (e.g., World Bank, Freedom House Index), rather than public opinion, SLB data 

and the Human Freedom Index should be understood as complementary measures which reflect different types of information.
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Figure 14: Personal Freedoms and Community Safety, Nationally, Mean, 2020-2025
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A provincial analysis of the data reveals variations in perception. While perceived levels of community safety in the Northern and Eastern 
Provinces remain notably lower than in other regions, the 2025 data reflect significant improvements (Figure 15). These disparities may be 
linked to the continued presence and activities of security and intelligence agencies in these areas (U.S. Department of State, 2023; Human 
Rights Watch, 2024b). At the same time, the positive shift may reflect heightened public optimism following recent political transition and 
associated expectation for reform, such as the proposed repeal of the PTA (CPA, 2023b), a policy closely associated with community safety 
concerns, and initial steps to desecuritise the North and East by removing military checkpoints (Tamil Guardian, 2025b; Pattanaik, 2025). 
However, it is important to recognise that such optimism may be short-lived if not accompanied by substantive and timely reform. Without 
tangible action, the gains in public confidence observed in the data may prove difficult to sustain.

Figure 15: Community Safety, Nationally and by Province, Mean, 2020-2025
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4.4.	 SUMMARY 

This section highlights a complex interplay between increased public confidence and lingering challenges in governance for reconciliation. 
The notable rise in political trust and perceptions of personal freedoms in 2025 may reflect both cautious optimism and heightened 
public expectations post-elections. Similarly, improvements in community safety scores suggest a growing confidence in the role of law 
enforcement and state authorities. 

At the same time, corruption remains a critical obstacle, with parliament identified as the institution with the highest perceived levels 
of corruption, underscoring the need for decisive anti-corruption measures to further increase public confidence in critical public and 
governance institutions. Regional disparities, particularly in the Northern and Eastern Provinces, reveal nuanced dynamics that require 
tailored approaches to reconciliation and governance reform. 

As Sri Lanka navigates this period of political transition, it must sustain public optimism through concrete actions and reforms that 
address systemic issues of corruption, transparency, inequality, and accountability to ensure lasting progress toward inclusive and stable 
governance structures that can meaningfully advance reconciliation. 
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Active citizen participation is essential for fostering reconciliation and sustainable peace within a nation (Wallensteen, 2013). It typically 
involves several behaviours and actions, notably expressing societal concerns, holding leaders and governments accountable, and fulfilling 
civic duties such as voting (Gomez, 2019). Insights from SLB community consultations conducted in 2018/2019 highlighted that Sri Lankans 
value both the ability to inspire positive change and equal opportunities for civic involvement as key factors for achieving reconciliation 
(see Annex 1). 

While earlier sections analysed how citizens see reconciliation amid the political transition and their perceptions of government structures 
and systems, this section shifts focus to the individual and explores the following question: How do individuals perceive their own role in 
driving change for reconciliation? It examines how Sri Lankans perceive themselves within these systems, focusing on their confidence to 
engage in civic and political matters (internal political efficacy), sense of influence over political outcomes (political agency), belief in the 
system to respond meaningfully to their needs (external political efficacy), and motivation to engage politically. 

5.1.	 INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL POLITICAL EFFICACY 

Confidence in one’s ability to engage with political systems plays a key role in citizens’ willingness to participate in the democratic process 
and effect change (Aberbach, 1969; Padilla et al., 2020). To understand this dynamic in Sri Lanka, the SLB uses a composite indicator to 
measure internal political efficacy, which captures the extent to which individuals feel knowledgeable and confident enough to engage 
with social and political issues. This indicator also gauges citizens’ attitudes about voting as a meaningful way to influence societal and 
political outcomes. 

SLB data from 2025 indicates moderately high and improving levels of internal political efficacy, with the national mean score increasing 
by 0.6 points from 2023, and slightly surpassing the first recorded score in 2020 (Figure 16). This upward trend suggests a growing sense 
of confidence among citizens in their ability to engage with political systems. This is arguably influenced by the decisive 2024 election, 
the outcome of which ensued directly from the voting choices made by citizens, thereby reinforcing their belief in their ability to create 
systemic change.

The observed rise in political efficacy is evident among both women and men, with increases of 0.6 and 0.5 points respectively. However, 
women continue to report lower levels of political efficacy than men, and their scores remain below the national average (Figure 16). This 
disparity may also help explain the lower levels of active citizenship among women – 1.7 in 2025, compared to 2.4 for men (see also Section 
5.2). Multiple factors contribute to this gap: political power in Sri Lanka has not only been historically associated with masculinity but 
has also largely remained in the hands of men, reflecting the systematic exclusion of women from political spaces (National Democratic 
Institute, 2020). Sri Lankan women continue to be among the least-represented in national legislatures globally (The Global Economy, 
2023) and face significant structural and societal barriers to political participation (Athukorala et al., 2022). These challenges are reinforced 
by deeply entrenched patriarchal norms, exclusionary political institutions, and the prevalence of misogynistic attitudes and gendered 
disinformation that often target women in public life (WHO, 2018; International Civil Society Action Network, 2013; The Women Peace 
and Security Helpdesk, 2022). Nonetheless, there has been measurable progress, with a record 21 women elected to parliament in 2024, 
increasing the proportion of female representation to approximately 10.2%, doubling the 5.3% recorded in 2023 (Sri Lanka Brief, 2024).

Figure 16: Internal Political Efficacy, Nationally and by Gender, Mean, 2020-2025
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All provinces mirror the national trend of rising internal political efficacy between 2023 and 2025, except for the North Central Province, 
where the mean score remains unchanged. However, the time series reveals further nuance: since 2020, scores have increased overall in 
the Western, Central, Eastern, and Sabaragamuwa Provinces, while remaining below earlier recorded levels in all other provinces (Figure 17). 
The highest levels of internal political efficacy in 2025 are recorded in the Northern and Eastern Provinces (with mean scores of 7.2), which 
may be linked to the higher-than-average active citizenship observed in these regions (see Section 5.2).

Figure 17: Internal Political Efficacy, Nationally and by Province, Mean, 2020-2025
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However, these levels of internal confidence are not matched by perceptions of political agency. Political agency refers to the capacity of 
individuals or groups to influence decisions, demand accountability, and shape governance outcomes. It is a multidimensional concept 
shaped by the openness of political institutions, prevailing social norms, and existing power dynamics (Dahl, 1971; Sen, 1999). The SLB has 
introduced a new indicator to measure political agency in 2025. It asks Sri Lankans how much they believe politicians listen to public 
opinion, advocate for community needs, and align with the will of the people. These perceptions provide insight into how individuals assess 
their influence on political processes by making their voices count within the democratic system. 

In 2025, the national mean score for political agency stands at a moderately low 4.3 (Figure 18). The highest mean scores for political agency 
are recorded among Muslims (4.8), while the lowest are among Up-Country Tamils (3.8) – falling below the national average. The reasons for 
these lower scores may include the historic marginalisation of Up-Country Tamils, as well as their continued underrepresentation in formal 
political structures (International Institute on Statelessness and Inclusion, 2018; Ramasamy, 2022; MeeNilankco et al., 2025). 

Interestingly, mean political agency scores among Sinhalese were lower than those of both Sri Lankan Tamils and Muslims – despite 56.3% 
of survey respondents identifying the Sinhalese majority as the most politically powerful group in the country.8  This contrast points to a 
divergence between externally attributed structural power and individual perceptions of influence. This divergence raises questions that 
merit further exploration through additional data points in future SLB iterations – potentially linked to shifts in political representation, a 
perceived decline of nationalist politics following the 2024 election, and disillusionment with mainstream political actors (DeVotta, 2024; 
Gamage and Dassanayake, 2024; Silva, 2025).

Figure 18: Political Agency, Nationally and by Ethnic Group, Mean, 2025
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8 Another SLB indicator poses an open-ended question asking respondents which group they believe holds the most political power in the country. In 2025, 

56.3% identified the Sinhalese majority, 27.6% pointed to a small group of elites from all communities, 11.4% to a small group of Sinhalese elites, 1.9% to clergy 

from all religions, 1.5% to a small group of Tamil elites, and 1.2% to a small group of Muslim elites.
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The gap between perceptions of internal political efficacy and political agency (6.7 and 4.3 respectively at the national level in 2025) 
further points to a disconnect between citizens’ beliefs in their own political capacity and assessments of their ability to influence political 
outcomes. This may reflect ongoing scepticism about meaningful political representation – even amid renewed public optimism as 
highlighted through other indicators – and could weaken democratic engagement over time if left unaddressed. 

As the political agency indicator was introduced in 2025, trends over time cannot yet be analysed. However, parallel measures such as 
external political efficacy offer further insights. External political efficacy is based on citizen evaluations of government responsiveness, 
which influences their likelihood of civic participation (Pitkin, 1967; Powell, 2004; Disch, 2011; Esaiasson et al., 2013). While levels of external 
political efficacy remain relatively high (mean score of 7.3 in 2025), scores have declined both nationally and across all provinces except 
Uva (Figure 19). The sharpest drop since 2023 is recorded in the Northern Province (by 1 point), while the Eastern Province shows the 
steepest overall decline since 2020 (by 1.6 points), continuing a steady downward trend over time. In comparison, time series scores within 
other provinces are more variable. The more pronounced declines in the North and East suggest a sharper erosion of public confidence in 
the state’s ability to respond to people’s needs in these historically marginalised regions. 

Figure 19: State Responsiveness, Nationally and by Province, Mean 2020-2025
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It should be noted that in 2025, the items to measure this indicator were expanded to include the national government in addition to 
previously assessed local government institutions (divisional secretariats, local councils, and Grama Niladhari offices). This adjustment had 
a noticeable impact on state responsiveness scores. While the mean scores reduced either way, the inclusion of the National Government 
item resulted in a further lowering of the national mean score from 7.6 to 7.3. This suggests that citizens perceive national-level institutions 
as less accessible and responsive than their local counterparts, a sentiment likely shaped by greater distance and relatively limited access 
to national government, compared to the closer proximity and more ready access to local structures.

The SLB findings on (internal and external) political efficacy and political agency offer a nuanced picture. While citizens report a growing 
sense of confidence in their capacities to engage politically, assessments of their ability to influence political outcomes are lower, and 
formal institutions are viewed as slightly less responsive in 2025, albeit scores remaining high overall. This discrepancy may reflect the 
broader political context of the 2024 transition, highlighting the potential of citizen engagement, while also pointing to greater effort 
needed to translate this engagement into governance outcomes and demonstrate institutional responsiveness.

5.2.	 MOTIVATION TO POLITICALLY ENGAGE 

The 2022 economic crisis and the Aragalaya movement marked a pivotal moment for civic engagement in Sri Lanka, highlighting the 
public’s capacity to mobilise and demand political change (Freedom House, 2022; CPA, 2023a). However, while the movement led to 
leadership turnover, many structural reforms remain unfulfilled, reflecting deeper democratic challenges, including limited institutional 
mechanisms for sustained citizen influence. The Aragalaya thus highlighted both the potential of collective action and the enduring 
barriers to meaningful participatory governance.

These tensions are reflected in changing patterns of political motivation and engagement over time. In 2022, the SLB found that half the 
population (50.3%) felt more motivated to engage politically in response to the economic crisis (Figure 20). Subsequent findings, however, 
show that this momentum diminished significantly by 2023, with only 20.7% reporting increased motivation to politically engage, and a 
notable 67.3% disengaging politically. This trend again changed course in 2025, as the percentage of disengaged individuals declined to 
50.1%, while 35.2% report being more motivated to engage politically (combined figures for a little more motivated and a lot more motivated). 

Although these disengagement levels remain concerning for a democracy in which citizen participation is vital to political accountability 
and inclusive governance, the 2025 resurgence may be attributed to the 2024 electoral cycle, which included both presidential and 
parliamentary elections, events typically associated with heightened public engagement (Eckstein et al., 2024). Still, voter turnout in both 
elections was lower than in previous cycles (Silva, 2025), pointing to persistent challenges in (re-)building trust and enthusiasm among the 
electorate.
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Figure 20: Motivation to Politically Engage Due to the Current Economic Situation, Nationally, %, 2022-20259
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A closer look at motivation to engage politically across age cohorts shows that in 2025, young adults aged 18 to 30 are the most motivated, 
with 39.8% answering that they feel either a little or a lot more motivated to engage politically (Figure 21). This group also reports the least 
disengagement, although still high at 46.1%. The data further shows that motivation declines gradually with older age cohorts, with Sri 
Lankans aged 61 and above expressing the highest levels of disengagement at 63.2%. These patterns suggest that older populations may 
feel more disconnected from political processes, possibly due to long-term disillusionment or structural barriers to participation. They may 
also reflect generational differences and the impact of the declining influence of traditional political parties following the 2024 political 
transition on older generations, who were more shaped by an era of patronage politics and strong loyalties to parties and personalities 
(Aamer, 2024; Jayasundara-Smits, 2022).

Figure 21: Motivation to Politically Engage Due to the Current Economic Situation, Nationally and by Age Cohort, %, 2025
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Renewed motivation for engagement in 2025 is further reflected in an increase in active citizenship levels nationally, with the mean score 
rising significantly by 1.0 point from 1.1 to 2.1, albeit still at the lower end of the 0 to 10 scale. Notably, minority ethnic groups continue 
to report higher levels of active citizenship than members of the Sinhalese majority (Figure 22). Research suggests that divergent lived 
experiences, particularly those shaped by historical conflict, significantly influence patterns of political engagement (Azmi et al., 2015). This 
phenomenon is evident among Sri Lankan Tamils, whose political activism – largely concentrated in the Northern and Eastern Provinces 
– has historically been aimed at addressing grievances from both wartime and post-war periods (Thiranagama, 2011; Silva et al., 2018). The 
mean active citizenship score among Sri Lankan Tamils stands at 3.0 in 2025 (Figure 23), surpassing the national average by nearly 1.0 point, 
alongside similarly elevated scores from the Northern and Eastern Provinces (Figure 23). 

9 Data collection for this indicator commenced with the SLB Snapshot Survey in 2022. Given the smaller sample size of the 2022 Snapshot Survey, the data 

was subsequently re-weighted to ensure comparability with later survey rounds.
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Figure 22: Active Citizenship, Nationally and by Ethnic Group, Mean, 2020-2025
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Figure 23: Active Citizenship, Nationally and by Province, Mean, 2020-2025
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5.3.	 SUMMARY

The patterns of civic engagement emerging from the 2025 SLB data offer insights into Sri Lanka’s shifting political landscape. The findings 
underscore a dual reality: while citizens increasingly report a sense of empowerment and belief in their capacity to engage in political 
processes (internal political efficacy), and the political transition of 2024 appears to have catalysed renewed motivation for engagement, 
perceptions of the responsiveness of formal institutions have declined (external political efficacy). Additionally, challenges persist in 
ensuring that public voices translate into tangible policy influence (political agency). 

The often distinct experiences in historically underrepresented regions, particularly the Northern and Eastern Provinces, illustrate the 
dynamic interplay between historical grievances and renewed political aspirations. As Sri Lanka moves forward, sustaining positive 
momentum will require not only fostering confidence in civic participation but also ensuring that government responsiveness aligns 
with the expectations of an engaged citizenry. The SLB data presented in this section reinforces that political engagement requires an 
empowered citizenry that is able to meaningfully participate in the democratic process not only in moments of crises or elections, but as 
part of a continuous process sustained by adequate systems and an enabling civic space.
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The results of the 2025 SLB Survey provide important and unique insights into how citizens perceive the current state of reconciliation 
amid the political transition; their views on governance systems, structures, and spaces as they relate to the advancement of reconciliation; 
and their assessments of their own capacity and influence in driving change for reconciliation.

Within these three thematic areas and across the 2025 survey results, some areas of tension become apparent. These include heightened 
public aspirations and expectations of change, alongside persistent scepticism; shared needs and priorities, in contrast with disparate 
regional and community experiences of reconciliation; and increasing political confidence tempered by doubts about citizen influence 
and institutional responsiveness. These observations point to a public that is expectant yet cautious, hopeful yet aware of long-standing 
political and systemic limitations. 

Amid these tensions, the SLB findings highlight both emerging opportunities and longstanding challenges in advancing reconciliation,  
(re-)building trust in political structures and institutions, and fostering inclusive civic engagement.

Importantly, the 2025 SLB Survey documents the continuation of a reconciliation deficit in Sri Lanka, in which high public demand for 
reconciliation is not matched by comparatively modest perceptions of progress. While this gap is evident across all major ethnic groups, it 
is more pronounced among Sri Lankan Tamils and Up-Country Tamils – highlighting the need for more inclusive approaches that engage 
communities historically most affected by conflict and marginalisation. 

The findings also show that public understandings of reconciliation appear to be converging. Increasingly associated with unity and 
peaceful coexistence, reconciliation is framed not simply as the absence of violence, but as an ongoing process of (re-)building social 
relationships. At the same time, results from multiple indicators reveal a dual conception of reconciliation, as both a political process 
requiring institutional commitment, and a social process rooted in everyday relationships. This is also apparent in gendered views on 
both barriers to and responsibility for reconciliation. While more women see reconciliation as a shared societal responsibility and identify 
socioeconomic barriers such as economic inequality and discrimination, more men emphasise political factors as barriers and the 
responsibility of institutional actors. 

These findings also highlight the centrality of good governance in shaping the country’s reconciliation trajectory and reinforce the urgency 
of strengthening institutional accountability. Across indicators related to political trust, corruption, and personal freedoms, the 2025 data 
reveal cautious but tangible increases in public confidence – particularly when compared to the downward trend observed in 2021. Political 
trust rose to its highest recorded level since 2020, and perceptions of personal freedoms improved significantly, suggesting that the 2024 
political transition has generated cautious optimism and renewed public expectations for institutional reform. However, maintaining this 
confidence over time will depend on the visibility and effectiveness of concrete, sustained action. 

Additionally, regional disparities emerge: in the Northern and Eastern Provinces, political trust has declined, while higher levels of corruption 
are reported. These patterns likely reflect deeper concerns around representation, justice, and the credibility of state-led reconciliation 
efforts, underscoring the need for governance approaches that are not only transparent and accountable, but also locally responsive and 
cognisant of historical grievances and unequal experiences of state engagement. 

In terms of civic participation, the findings reflect a tentative but discernible shift. Internal political efficacy and motivation to politically 
engage have recovered from a low point in 2023, suggesting that the political change in 2024 has – at least temporarily – revitalised civic 
engagement. However, this increased sense of individual confidence is not yet matched by perceptions of political agency, and perceptions 
of state responsiveness point to a mixed picture. Many citizens appear to remain doubtful that public officials will listen to or act upon  
their  concerns, suggesting that without more accessible and responsive mechanisms for meaningful civic engagement, increased political 
motivation may (again) give way to frustration and disillusionment. Bridging this gap must be a priority for any political strategy aimed at 
deepening democratic accountability and inclusive governance.

Overall, the 2025 Sri Lanka Barometer Survey findings reflect a country at a pivotal juncture, where citizens are actively deliberating 
and renegotiating the terms of trust between themselves and the state. Across communities, there is a clear and consistent demand 
for reconciliation that calls not only for structural reform but also for renewed attention to relationships, inclusion, and recognition. The 
findings highlight the importance of intersectional approaches that consider identity markers such as gender, ethnicity, and age in both 
reconciliation policy and civic engagement, recognising the diverse ways in which individuals from different social groups and communities 
relate to political systems and the reconciliation process. While the recent political transition has generated renewed engagement and 
raised public expectations, these are accompanied by continued scepticism. Whether this moment translates into sustained progress will 
depend on the credibility, inclusivity, and transparency of the state’s response.

Reconciliation, as reflected in the SLB data, is not a static goal but a continuous process that unfolds within evolving political and 
socioeconomic dynamics. This process must remain responsive to the enduring legacies of conflict as well as to the emerging aspirations 
of an increasingly engaged citizenry. The perspectives captured in this report offer clear signals about public priorities, needs, and 
expectations, providing an evidence-based foundation for those committed to (re-)building trust, strengthening democratic space, and 
ensuring that governance is shaped by and accountable to the people it serves.
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This section presents recommendations informed by the findings of the 2025 SLB Survey. These recommendations are offered as suggestions 
and intended to inform dialogue and reflection among policymakers, practitioners, and civil society actors, while  acknowledging the importance 
of diverse perspectives and the value of public opinion.

Recommendations related to findings from Section 3: Reconciliation Amid the Political Transition (references to specific Sections in brackets)

1.	 Bridge the reconciliation deficit through targeted outreach and implementation in underrepresented communities (3.1): It is 
important to prioritise reconciliation programming that actively includes Sri Lankan Tamils and Up-Country Tamils, whose perceptions 
of progress remain lowest and whose reconciliation deficit is highest. Programmes should be locally embedded and informed by 
community priorities.

2.	 Support public education and discourse to deepen understanding of reconciliation (3.2): Given the growing association of 
reconciliation with unity and coexistence, but also persistent gaps in conceptual clarity, there is a need to develop appropriate 
initiatives, such as multilingual awareness campaigns and school curricula that reflect inclusive, pluralistic understandings of 
reconciliation. These efforts should be accompanied by accessible and engaging tools to ensure broad public reach and meaningful 
impact.

3.	 Incorporate gendered perspectives into reconciliation policies and interventions (3.3): Recognising that women tend to view 
reconciliation as a shared social responsibility while men focus more on institutional actors, policies should reflect these differing 
perspectives and address the gendered power dynamics that shape them. This could include promoting women’s access to political 
processes (see also 9), tackling barriers such as discrimination and economic inequality – more frequently raised by women –, and 
designing initiatives that mobilise both community-based and institutional channels for engagement. 

4.	 Maintain reconciliation as a political priority and strengthen key reconciliation institutions (3.3): The sharp decline in political 
will as a perceived barrier to reconciliation signals an opportunity for renewed progress. To build on this momentum, reconciliation 
commitments should be formalised through policy and legislation, with clear mandates and timelines for mechanisms such as the 
CTUR. At the same time, meaningful progress will depend on the visibility and credibility of institutions tasked with implementation. 
Despite their perceived importance, 10.1% of respondents are unfamiliar with bodies like the HRCSL, OMP, and OR, underscoring 
the need to invest in public outreach and engagement. Strengthening these institutions requires clarified mandates, adequate 
resources, effective inter-institutional coordination, and public accountability mechanisms, such as transparent procedures, regular 
reporting, and inclusive engagement – especially in, but not limited to, the Northern and Eastern Provinces.

Recommendations related to findings from Section 4: Systems, Structures, and Space for Reconciliation (references to specific Sections in brackets)

5.	 (Re-)Build political trust through institutionalised public engagement and addressing regional disparities (4.1): The post-election 
uptick in political trust presents an important opportunity to build momentum for more inclusive and accountable governance. 
Several approaches could help achieve this, such as institutionalising regular public dialogues, participatory feedback loops, and 
co-creation of policy, ensuring that citizen voices are both recognised and reflected in state performance. At the same time, in the 
Northern and Eastern Provinces where political trust has declined, confidence-building should include measures towards greater 
political representation and inclusion and improved local service delivery, while acknowledging and addressing historical grievances 
and calls for justice. These efforts can help rebuild trust in state institutions, particularly in historically marginalised regions.

6.	 Strengthen anti-corruption efforts to restore public confidence in institutions (4.2): Given moderately high levels of perceived 
corruption, especially in parliament and the police, it would be important to focus on the effective implementation of Sri Lanka’s 
Anti-Corruption Act No. 9 of 2023. This includes strengthening the institutional capacities of bodies such as the Commission to 
Investigate Allegations of Bribery or Corruption (CIABOC), providing adequate financial and human resources, operationalising 
robust mechanisms for transparency and accountability, and ensuring merit-based appointments to reduce perceptions of elite 
capture and political interference. Effective enforcement and public oversight are essential to reversing perceptions of institutional 
decay and rebuilding trust in democratic governance. 

7.	 Deliver on the democratic reform agenda to protect civic space (4.3): While perceptions of personal freedoms have improved, 
this shift seems closely tied to expectations following the 2024 political transition. Clear communication and transparency about 
reform efforts are essential to sustain the public optimism that may otherwise remain short-lived. Reforms could include repealing 
or amending restrictive legislation, such as the PTA, reducing militarisation in the North and East, initiating confidence-building 
measures (see also 10) and legal/structural reforms, and ensuring that freedoms of expression, assembly, and association are 
protected both legally and in practice.
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Recommendations related to findings of Section 5: Civic Participation for Reconciliation (references to specific Sections in brackets)

8.	 Close the gap between political confidence and perceived influence (5.1): While internal political efficacy has improved, political 
agency remains rather low. This speaks to the need to strengthen participatory platforms such as citizen assemblies, public hearings, 
or budget consultations, and to introduce structured mechanisms for public tracking of election promises and post-election 
performance. These should allow citizens to see tangible impact from their engagement and foster political accountability.

9.	 Address the gender gap in political efficacy and active citizenship (5.1 and 5.2): With women’s political efficacy scores below the 
national average, targeted interventions are undoubtedly crucial. This could include supporting female leadership pipelines through 
mentorship programmes, quotas, safe participation spaces, and political finance regulations to help close the campaign funding gap 
between men and women. It is also important to recognise and address the barriers women face in political life – including misogyny 
and gendered disinformation – and to promote a political culture where women can participate with dignity.

10.	 Strengthen civic infrastructure and design inclusive engagement strategies across different constituencies (5.2): Higher active 
citizenship scores among Tamil and Muslim communities, particularly in historically marginalised regions, should be supported 
through regional civil society funding, decentralised civic platforms, and inclusion in national dialogues to avoid burnout and ensure 
sustained participation. At the same time, efforts to deepen civic engagement must also reach groups that remain less politically 
active. For example, as youth report the highest motivation and lowest disengagement and older adults show the opposite, this calls 
for tailored civic education and mobilisation strategies – such as digital and activism-based approaches for youth, and trust-building, 
dialogue-oriented formats for older adults. Strengthening civic infrastructure while diversifying engagement strategies is key to 
fostering a more inclusive and participatory democratic culture.
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ANNEX 1 – EIGHT DIMENSIONS OF RECONCILIATION 
The Sri Lanka Barometer conceptual framework is based on consultations with academics, practitioners, and communities as well as 
research undertaken before the first iteration of the SLB Survey. Drawing on these insights, the framework comprises eight conceptual 
dimensions (or domains) of reconciliation, each containing several sub-dimensions, and within these, various social indicators. These 
indicators represent the actual measurement of people’s views on key concepts and provide the basis for the quantitative analysis across 
different thematic areas.

Dimension Realising the dimension Survey indicators 

1.	 Dealing with the Past All Sri Lankans, regardless of identity group: 

•	 Have the opportunities and freedoms to remember, 
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 experienced the armed conflict, in a context 
which acknowledges that there are multiple truths.

o	 Importance of dealing with the past 

o	 Recognition of past injustices 

o	 Barriers to dealing with the past

o	 Memorialisation

o	 Importance of reconciliation 
institutions

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 are enabled 
to learn the truth about what happened to them, 
and are supported in coming to terms with their 
losses. 

o	 Access to justice (dropped in 2025) 

o	 Barriers to justice

o	 Normalisation of state violence 
against citizens (changed from 
justification of violence in 2023) 

o	 Reasons for reparations 

3.	 Identity and 
Belonging

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

•	 Positively identifying with a 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.

o	 Importance of Sri Lankan identity

o	 Source of group identity 

o	 Main basis of discrimination 

o	 Respect for others 

o	 Social group tolerance 

o	 Barriers to associating with people of 
different ethnic/religious groups

o	 Religious intolerance (added in 
2023)

o	 Awareness of gender identities 
(added in 2023)

4.	 Interpersonal, Social, 
and Political Trust

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

•	 People trust democratic processes and institutions 
to meet their needs and function in an unbiased 
manner. 

•	 Media promotes and encourages reconciliation and 
trust between communities 

o	 Interpersonal social trust (changed 
from Interpersonal trust in 2025)

o	 Generalised social trust 

o	 Political trust

o	 Source and language of media 
trusted the most (changed from 
media trust in 2023) 

o	 Media influence

5.	 Equality of 
Opportunity

•	 Equal access to opportunities (financial, economic, 
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. 

o	 Equality of opportunity

o	 Gender equality (added in 2023)

o	 Influence of caste (added in 2023) 

o	 Equal rights for LGBTQ+ persons 
(added in 2025)

ANNEXES



43

Dimension Realising the dimension Survey indicators 

6.	 Active Citizenship •	 Willingness and the space to contribute to positive 
change in the country. 

•	 Equal opportunities for civic engagement. 

•	 Freedom of speech/expression prevails 

o	 Level of active citizenship 

o	 Internal political efficacy 

o	 Personal freedoms

o	 Motivation to politically engage 
due to the current crisis (dropped in 
2025) 

o	 Motivation to politically engage  due 
to the current economic situation 
(added in 2025) 

o	 Motivation to politically engage 
due to the current political situation 
(added in 2025) 

o	 Political agency (added in 2025) 

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 people are able to obtain services in their mother 
tongue and regional disparities in service provision 
diminish. 

•	 All social groups are equally represented in decision 
making and have the same opportunities for 
participation in public bodies. 

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

•	 Systems are in place to address and actively 
prosecute bribery and corruption.

o	 Distribution of economic and 
political power

o	 Access to services - basic and 
auxiliary services 

o	 State responsiveness 

o	 Awareness, importance, frequency of 
receiving services in mother tongue

o	 Perceived level of corruption in 
public sector (added in 2025)

o	 Strength of laws and legal processes 
in combatting corruption (added in 
2025)

o	 Institutions in which the corruption 
occurs the most (added in 2025)

o	 Governments’ effectiveness in 
addressing corruption (added in 
2025)

o	 Corruption’s impact on daily life 
(added in 2025)

o	 Democratic Pluralism (added in 
2025)

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.

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

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

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

o	 Relative household wellbeing 

o	 Threats to household wellbeing 

o	 Lived poverty index

o	 Personal and community safety 

o	 Normalisation of militarisation 
(added in 2023)

Overall Reconciliation
Indicators

o	 Demand for reconciliation 

o	 Progress of reconciliation 

o	 Meaning of reconciliation

o	 Barriers to achieving reconciliation 

o	 Greatest responsibility for 
reconciliation (added in 2025) 

Contextual Indicators o	 Biggest impact of the economic 
crisis (added in 2023) 

o	 Impact of economic crisis on inter-
ethnic relationships (added in 2023) 

o	 Impact of COVID-19 (dropped in 
2023) 
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ANNEX 2 – DETAILED METHODOLOGY 
This annex explains how SLB Surveys are conducted, detailing the methodology, sampling framework, and the analysis and interpretation 
of indicators. 

SURVEY METHODOLOGY 

The SLB uses a quantitative survey methodology to measure people’s attitudes, opinions, and beliefs on a wide range of social, political, 
economic, and cultural issues. As part of a special class of public opinion surveys, it is designed to provide nuanced information about 
people’s views at various levels of disaggregation.

Unlike traditional opinion polls, which often focus on a single issue or moment in time, the SLB canvasses people’s views on a broad range 
of themes related to reconciliation and social cohesion, and traces how these evolve over time. Additionally, the SLB is grounded in an 
extensive conceptual framework derived from existing theory and practice, and employs larger, more robust sampling designs and sample 
sizes, enabling more stable measures of public sentiment over time. While traditional opinion polls play an important role in capturing 
immediate public views, the SLB complements these efforts by offering greater resolution on topics of interest, more detailed analysis and 
explanation, and a contextual understanding of longer-term societal dynamics.

The SLB collects data using a structured survey questionnaire based on its conceptual framework (see Annex 1). The conceptual framework 
evolved from extensive community consultations and qualitative and quantitative research undertaken before the implementation of the 
first iteration of the SLB. Based on all these inputs, the framework was built to comprise eight conceptual dimensions, each consisting 
of several sub-dimensions, and within these, different social indicators. These indicators represent the actual measurement of people’s 
views about the major concepts of the dimensions and sub-dimensions, and provide the basis for the quantitative analysis of the different 
thematic areas. 

The SLB questionnaire itself consists of several different types of questions, as follows:

	y Questions recording the demographic characteristics of respondents, including age, gender, religion, spatial location, etc. 

	y Questions using 5-point Likert scales to assess strength of opinion on a range of social, political, economic, and cultural issues, such 
as agreement/disagreement and approval/disapproval. 

	y Single mention questions to which respondents can either select a response from a pre-defined listed or answer in their own words. 
These responses are then post-coded after data collection is complete. 

	y Single mention questions with pre-defined response options. 

Once the questionnaire was finalised in English, it was translated into Sinhala and Tamil using the double-blind method, to ensure the 
greatest possible accuracy of key terms and concepts. Thereafter, the questionnaires in all three languages (Sinhala, Tamil and English) 
were scripted to a Computer Aided Personal Interviewing (CAPI) platform and, once in the field, administered through face-to-face 
interviews. Using appropriate sampling, the respondents were selected to ensure adequate representation of all provinces and population 
groups (see Section 2.2). 

After conducting the SLB Baseline Survey in 2020 and a first follow-up survey in 2021, the SLB has adopted a biannual survey interval, 
following the South African model. This survey interval is sufficient to measure societal trends over time while also addressing concerns of 
feasibility, economic viability, and sustainability. A pilot survey with a sample of 60 respondents is conducted for each survey to ensure the 
validity and reliability of survey questions prior to administering the survey country-wide (see Section 2.4). 

The survey questionnaire undergoes a rigorous review process prior to every new iteration. This entails evaluating indicators and survey 
items from both statistical and substantial/contextual relevance, making adaptations where necessary or meaningful. Moreover, while core 
indicators that track trends in public opinion on reconciliation are retained, new questions/items are incorporated into each successive 
iteration to capture topical issues which arise over time. Examples of these include survey items on the impact of the COVID pandemic in 
2021; the economic crisis in 2023; and changes in the post-election period in 2025 (see Section 2.3). 

SAMPLING FRAMEWORK 

The sample was selected from a sample frame of Sri Lankans 18 years of age or older. According to the Department of Census and Statistics 
in 2012, the national population was 20,359,439, of which 70% (14,230,273) are 18 years or older. The sample has adequate representation 
from geographical clusters – which includes urban, rural, and estate, as well as province and district clusters and ensures fair representation 
of the different groups within the population, including gender, age, ethnicity, and religion. 

The sample has a 95% confidence level and a margin of error of 1.58% at the national level. Briefly, this means that for any obtained results, 
there is likely to be a variation of 1.5% in the obtained figure. For instance, if the survey found that 55% of people agreed with a statement, a 
1.5% margin of error means that this figure of 55% actually ranges between 53.5% (55%-1.5%) and 56.5% (55% + 1.5%). In other words, we can 
be 95% confident that the level of agreement on that issue ranges between 53.5% and 56.5%. 
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Given the sample size, the margin of error necessarily increases when moving from the national (full sample) to smaller jurisdictions (subset 
sample). For this reason, the SLB Report focuses its analysis at the levels of disaggregation (national, provincial, ethnicity, age cohort, etc.) 
at which the margin of error is smallest and within acceptable bounds for explanation. 

To achieve a statistically acceptable confidence at different levels of disaggregation requires a sample larger than one which is only seeking 
to have confidence in results at national level. In the Sri Lankan context, the sample size for such disaggregated analysis was determined 
to be above 3,500 and below 4,000 respondents. Based on this sampling estimation, the final sample for the 2025 SLB was determined to 
be 3,876.10  This sample size represents the optimal balance between statistical power, which is the ability to interpret results with sufficient 
degree of confidence, and affordability, which relates to the significant costs required to undertake fieldwork research. While a sample 
lower than 3,500 may have provided adequate confidence in results at the national level, this confidence would decline steeply for sub-
national disaggregation such as province, ethnicity, religion, etc. Likewise, while a sample of over 4,000 would have boosted confidence, 
the increase in confidence would have been marginal and come at a significant financial cost which would not have justified the marginal 
increment in confidence. 

To ensure adequate representativity at all levels of disaggregation, the sample was selected using a multi-stage random sampling technique, 
where the total national level sample was distributed across the 25 districts based on the Probability-Proportionate-to-Size sampling (PPS). 
The arrived district level sample was further stratified into urbanity and ethnicity based on the PPS sampling method. Briefly, PPS sampling 
ensures that the selection of sampling units corresponds proportionately to the size of the sampling group within the population. Firstly, to 
ensure an adequate sample size at the district level, sample adjustment was conducted to arrive enough data points at the district level in 
the survey. The sample arrived at the district level was distributed across urban, rural, and estate strata within each district based on PPS 
sampling. Thereafter, random Grama Niladhari (GN) division selection was carried out within each district to reflect the respective urbanity 
sample.

Additionally, in the 2021 study, it was observed that while the national representation of the Muslim ethnicity was 8%, the survey covered 
only 5%, and the Up-Country Tamils’ sentiments were not presented in the report due to inadequate sample size, highlighting a limitation 
in the ability to disaggregate data by minority ethnic groups in the country. To address this issue, adjustments were made in the 2023 
study sample, and carried forward to in the 2025 survey, to ensure adequate representation of each ethnic group within the overall sample 
enabling accurate data disaggregation by different ethnic population segments in the country. The following sample quotas were achieved 
for each ethnic group: 

	y Sinhalese – 64.4% of the sample 

	y Sri Lankan Tamil – 16.2% of the sample 

	y Up-Country Tamil – 5.1% of the sample

	y Muslim – 13.7% of the sample 

While the overall GN selection was carried out randomly, in case the selected GNs were not adequate to represent different ethnic groups’ 
sample quotas discussed above, certain GN divisions were replaced purposively, ensuring the same urbanity focusing on areas where 
specific ethnic communities are concentrated. 

Following completion of the survey, to address differences in sample representation between the national population and the survey 
sample, a data weighting process was conducted. This involved creating a weighting variable by cross-referencing urbanity, gender, 
religion, and age categories. For this task, the 2012 population statistics published by the DCS were used. Trimming was applied to reduce 
the effect of extreme weights.

See Annex 3 for the weighted sample size of the survey. 

DATA COLLECTION METHOD 

Once the Divisional Secretariats (DS) were selected, Grama Niladhari (GN) divisions within each DS were picked from a list extracted from 
the Department of Census and Statistics (DCS) of Sri Lanka. GN selection was done using a systematic random sampling method.

The left-hand rule was used in approaching households from the selected GNs; households on the left-hand side of the road from the 
starting point were selected to be interviewed. Enumerators were provided with pre-identified starting points – landmarks such as schools, 
churches, temples, hospitals, and government offices – and lists of the households for random selection. The household skipping pattern 
was applied to households on the left-hand side of the road after a successful interview to establish a fair spread of the sample at the 
primary sample units (PSU) level. Considering the proximity between houses, the skipping pattern applied in Urban and Estate areas was 
three households, while in rural areas with less household density, the skipping pattern was two households. 

Individual respondents for the interviews 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 (Computer Aided Personal Interviewing) system, along with their gender and age. A respondent was then 

10 The sample size was 3,876 in Round 3 (2023), 3,860 in Round 2 (2021), and 3,880 in the Baseline Survey (2020).
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selected from the household through the CAPI using the Kish Grid method.11  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 with another 
respondent using the same random process.

Once the questionnaire was finalised in terms of the questions and response formats, it was translated into Sinhala and Tamil using the 
double-blind translation procedure to ensure the best possible translation of key terms and concepts. The final questionnaires in all three 
languages (Sinhala, Tamil, and English) were scripted to a CAPI platform named SurveyToGo, which was used for data collection. The CAPI 
method helps ensure data quality, monitor sample selection using GPS coordinates, and saves time on data entry. The questionnaire was 
administered through face-to-face interviews, with statements within question sets randomised to minimise error and response fatigue. 

DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION 

The analysis is presented as composite indicators and as single-item indicators. 

A composite indicator is constructed based on multiple survey questionnaire items used to measure a single concept (e.g., demand for 
reconciliation, political trust, religious intolerance). In most cases, composite indicators are comprised of three or more survey items, which 
are scored by respondents on a 5-point Likert scale and then rescaled from 0 to 10 to facilitate interpretation and visualisation. This 
approach makes the results more intuitive – since many people are more familiar with interpreting a 0 to 10 scale – as well as allowing for 
more nuanced measurement of the resulting scores and comparisons across groups and with other composite scale scores. Additionally, 
the composite scales are scored to range at the lower end from 0 rather than 1 as this ensures greater correspondence of the scale 
scores to a measure such as percentages, which range from 0 to 100. Taken together, this scoring system enables greater resolution 
and understanding of the composite scale scores by a general audience. The final results are presented as single mean scores for each 
composite indicator.

It must be noted that while the scores are rescaled, they do not materially change in relation to each other. That is, actual responses that are 
low on the 1 to 5 questionnaire rating scale are still placed low down on the rescaled composite scores from 0 to 10, and vice versa for higher 
scores. Essentially, the rescaled scores for any respondent still occupy the same relative position when compared to other respondents, 
ensuring there is no distortion of their actual responses. This means that any comparisons across respondents or groups of respondents (by 
province, ethnicity, gender, etc.) are not in any way impacted by the rescaling process.

The survey questions used to measure each indicator are presented in Annex 4, corresponding to the graph numbers illustrating indicators 
throughout the report.

Single-item indicators are constituted of individual survey questionnaire items and were designed specifically as single survey items to 
understand specific issues (e.g., meaning of reconciliation, barriers to reconciliation). The data from single-item indicators is presented in 
the form of frequencies (percentage of the population) at the national level. When it is of analytical value, responses are presented with 
relevant levels of disaggregation. 

PSYCHOMETRIC VALIDATION OF INDICATORS 

The SLB survey indicators undergo rigorous psychometric validation to ensure the robustness, credibility, and reliability of the measurements 
used. This process builds on previous survey iterations and includes testing for both reliability and validity during the pilot stages. Following 
each survey, a full psychometric validation is conducted to assess the integrity of questionnaire items and the conceptual indicators they 
represent. This ongoing review confirms the strength of existing indicators and provides guidance for refining or revising new ones. Aligned 
with global best practices, this approach reinforces confidence in the survey instrument and its findings. 

Detailed validation of the measurement scales can be made available upon request. 

11 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, ensuring that each survey participant has an equal probability or chance for selection
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ANNEX 3 – SAMPLE PROFILE 
Below are the details of the weighted sample size for the 2025 survey, which enables an adequate representation of the Sri Lankan 
population. The sample aligns with the 2012 Census data, encompassing ethnicity, religion, age, gender, and provincial and spatial sectors. 
Additionally, it includes information on respondents’ education and employment status.

Figure 24: Gender Breakdown, %, 2025		           Figure 25: Age Breakdown, %, 2025
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Figure 26: Ethnic Group Breakdown, %, 2025

Figure 27: Religious Affiliation, %, 2025
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Figure 28: Spatial Breakdown, %, 2025

Figure 29: Provincial Breakdown, %, 2025

Figure 30: Educational Attainment, %, 2025

Figure 31: Occupational Breakdown, %, 2025
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ANNEX 4 – RELATED SURVEY QUESTIONS 
The survey questions below form the indicators presented in this report. They are organised by graph and figure number, corresponding 
to the relevant question.

Figure 
No. 

Construct Measured 

(C = Composite Indicator, 
SO = Single Item Indicator 
Open Ended, SS= Single Item 
Indicator Scalar) 

Survey Questions (2025)

1-3 Demand for Reconciliation (C) Please tell me how much you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

1.	 It is desirable to achieve reconciliation in Sri Lanka 

2.	 It is necessary to achieve reconciliation in Sri Lanka 

3.	 It is important to achieve reconciliation in Sri Lanka.

Response Scale: Strongly Disagree (1) – Strongly Agree (5) 

Progress of Reconciliation (C) Since the end of the armed conflict in 2009, do you think:

1.	 There has been progress in reconciliation

2.	 Relationships between different ethnic groups have improved

3.	 Relationships between different religious groups have improved

4.	 Relationships between groups who speak different languages have improved

Response Scale: Strongly Disagree (1) – Strongly Agree (5) 

4 Meaning of Reconciliation 
(SO)

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

5-6 Greatest Responsibility for 
Advancing Reconciliation (SO)

Who do you think should take the greatest responsibility for reconciliation in Sri Lanka?

7-8 Biggest Barrier to 
Reconciliation (SO) 

What would you indicate as the biggest barrier to achieve reconciliation in Sri Lanka?

9 Importance of Reconciliation 
Institutions (C)

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

1.	 Human Rights Commission 

2.	 Office on Missing Persons (OMP)

3.	 Office for Reparations

4.	 Truth and Reconciliation Commission (TRC)

Response Scale: Not Important at all (1) – Very Important (5) 

10-11 Political Trust (C) Please indicate how much trust you have in each of the following institutions?

1.	 National government 

2.	 Police 

3.	 Courts 

4.	 Divisional Secretariat

5.	 Urban Council/Municipal Council/ Pradeshiya Sabha

6.	 Grama Niladhari

Response Scale: Not Trusting at all (1) – Very Trusting (5)
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Figure 
No. 

Construct Measured 

(C = Composite Indicator, 
SO = Single Item Indicator 
Open Ended, SS= Single Item 
Indicator Scalar) 

Survey Questions (2025)

12 Perceived Level of Corruption 
in the Public Sector (C)

From what you know or what you have heard…

1.	 How often does corruption occur in government institutions in the country?

2.	 How often do elected political leaders engage in corrupt practices?

3.	 How often do public officials engage in corrupt practices? 

Response Scale: Never (1) – Always (5) 

13 Effectiveness of Previous 
Government in Addressing 
Corruption (SS) 

In your opinion, how effective were previous governments in addressing corruption?

Response Scale: Very Effective (1) – Not Effective at all (5) 

Effectiveness Present 
Government in Addressing 
Corruption (SS)

In your opinion, how effective will the current government be in addressing corruption?

Response Scale: Very Effective (1) – Not Effective at all (5)

14-15 Personal Freedoms (C) In Sri Lanka, do you agree or disagree that you are free to:

1.	 Say or write what you think

2.	 Join any political organisation

3.	 Practice your religion

4.	 Join peaceful protests

5.	 Use the language of your choice 

6.	 Follow a livelihood of your choice

Response Scale: Strongly Disagree (1) – Strongly Agree (5)

Community Safety (C) How safe do you feel having the presence of the following in your community?

1.	 The police 

2.	 The military

3.	 State intelligence operatives

Response Scale: Not Safe at all (1) – Very Safe (5) 

16-17 Internal Political Efficacy (C) Thinking about political or social issues, to what extent do you agree or disagree with the 
following:

1.	 You feel you have enough knowledge to engage with social and political issues 

2.	 You feel confident to engage with social and political issues 

3.	 You vote because your vote makes a difference

4.	 Voting helps me to have a say on social and political issues

Response Scale: Strongly Disagree (1) – Strongly Agree (5)

18 Political Agency (C) Thinking about politicians in Sri Lanka, how much do you agree or disagree with the 
following? 

1.	 Politicians are interested in what people like me think

2.	 People like me have influence on what the politicians do

3.	 Politicians do enough to support the needs of me and my community

4.	 Politicians follow the will of the people

Response Scale: Strongly Disagree (1) – Strongly Agree (5)
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Figure 
No. 

Construct Measured 

(C = Composite Indicator, 
SO = Single Item Indicator 
Open Ended, SS= Single Item 
Indicator Scalar) 

Survey Questions (2025)

19 State Responsiveness (C) 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?

1.	 National Government

2.	 Divisional Secretariat

3.	 Urban Council/ Municipal Council/Pradeshiya Sabha

4.	 Grama Niladhari Office (village administrative officers) 

Response Scale: Unresponsive (1) – Very Responsive (5) 

20-21 Motivation to Politically 
Engage Due to the Current 
Economic Situation (SS)

The current economic situation in the country has motivated you to become more politically 
engaged.

Response Options: No, I have disengaged (1); No, stayed the same (2); Yes, a little (3); Yes, a 
lot (4) 

22-23 Active Citizenship (C) Please tell me if you have personally done any of these things during the past year: 

1.	 Contact the media (radio, TV, or a newspaper) to complain about a problem

2.	 Contact an official in your community about an issue (local state actors – GN officer, 
local politician, Pradeshiya Sabha etc.)

3.	 Contact Civil Society Organisations such as NGOs and other non-state actors such 
as local community leaders, religious leaders etc.

4.	 Discuss political or social issues with others

5.	 Participate in legal and peaceful protest 

Response Options: No (0); Rarely (1); Sometimes (2); Frequently (3) 
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