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Abstract 

This study explores the influence of the protracted 1983–2009 Sri Lankan civil 

conflict on social and political outcomes using original household survey data. Our 

regression analysis compares outcome variables of survey respondents who suffered from 

different degrees and types of war victimization during the civil conflict.  By differentiating 

individual- and household-level war exposure, voluntary and involuntary military service 

experience, and family loss of soldiers and civilians, we evaluate the influence of a wide 

array of war-time experience on outcomes, like trust, ethnic identification, and political 

participation. We find that civil conflict undermined political trust, heightened inter- as 

well as intra-ethnic divisions, and left different political legacies among the Sinhalese and 

Tamils in Sri Lanka. Future policy interventions may need to target different groups of 

people in different ways based on their victimization and experience during the conflict.  

 

JEL classification: D74, D91 

Keywords: civil conflict,  trust, political participation, ethnic identification, Sri Lanka 
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1 Introduction  

Civil conflict leaves enduring legacies, from destroying physical capital to 

reshaping the social and political preferences of individuals (Bauer et al. , 2016; Blattman 

and Miguel, 2010). Macroeconomic studies have provided evidence on the rapid recovery 

from conflicts in both developed and developing countries. For example, Miguel and 

Roland (2011) found no long-term impacts of the Vietnam war on local poverty rates, 

consumption levels, or population density. Existing literature on social and political 

preference has found that conflict may increase people’s cooperation and prosocial 

behavior in several dimensions but not in others. On the one hand, results consistently show 

a positive and significant influence of civil conflict on participation in social groups, 

community leadership, and prosocial behavior in experimental games; on the other hand, 

there is no conclusive results for voting behaviors, knowledge or interest in politics, and 

trust (Bauer et al.,  2016).  

Social and political preferences matter to society from multiple dimensions. For 

example, trust is essential to successful market development (Cassar et al.,  2013; 

Fafchamps, 2006) and economic growth (Algan and Cahuc, 2010; Knack and Keefer, 1997). 

Distrust of state institutions may lead to reduced compliance with government regulations 

(Levi and Stoker, 2000) and lower willingness to pay taxes (Fjeldstad, 2004). Previous 

studies, a large number of which focus on African countries, have failed to generate 

consistent results concerning the social and political legacies of civil conflict (Bauer et al.,  

2016).  

This study adds to the understanding of social and political legacies by considering 

one of the longest civil conflicts in the world, the Eelam War in Sri Lanka. We document 

the influence of civil conflict on a wide array of social and political outcomes, such as 

trust and political participations, using original representative household survey data. A 

decade has passed since the end of the civil war and Sri Lanka is still  marked by tensions 

between different ethnic groups. Yet, there is scarce evidence of the legacies of this conflict 

(Fatke and Freitag, 2019; Kijewski and Rapp, 2019; Rapp et al. ,  2019). 

Our empirical results reveal that exposure to violence undermines political trust, 

deepens both inter- and intra-ethnic divisions, and affects political participation of 

Sinhalese and Tamils in different ways. Our analysis makes two important contributions to 

the literature. First, it  contributes to an increasing number of studies addressing the 

legacies of civil conflict by looking at a wide array of social and political outcomes. Second, 

a comprehensive list of war-time experiences enables us to differentiate war-time 

victimization into individual and household-level war exposure, voluntary and involuntary 

military services, and family loss of soldiers and civilians. 
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The rest of this paper is structured as follows. Section 2 provides a brief account of 

the recent Sri Lankan history. Section 3 reviews the relevant literature on how to measure 

trust as well as social and political legacies of the civil conflict. Section 4 explains the 

sampling procedure and data collection. Section 5 presents the empirical strategy. Section 

6 offers the empirical results. Section 7 concludes the paper.  

 

2 The Eelam Wars: A brief history  

Sri Lanka was ravaged by a conflict that started in 1983 and lasted until 2009. As 

one of the longest civil conflicts in the world, it lasted more than 25 years. It is estimated 

to have caused between 80,000 and 100,000 deaths (Human Rights Watch, 2010). 

There are three primary ethnic groups in Sri Lanka: Sinhalese, who are 

predominantly Sinhala-speaking Buddhists; Sri Lankan Tamils, who are mainly Tamil-

speaking Hindus; and Moors, who are Tamil-speaking Muslims. These three ethnic groups 

made up 74%, 13%, and 7% of the entire population, respectively, based on the 1981 

population census (Stokke, 1998; Brutt-Griffler, 2004).  

Originally, the British ruled Sri Lanka “by communalist representation, whereby 

each minority group had a say in political matter…” (Castañeda Dower et al. ,  2017: p.442). 

Sinhalese and Tamil politicians worked as a broad coalition to obtain more concessions 

from the British, but this two ethnic groups differed on the distribution of power in the 

legislature (Perera, 1992). The practice of communalist representation was abolished by 

the 1931 Donoughmore Reforms, ushering in guaranteed universal suffrage and shifting 

representation to the majority Sinhalese.
1
  

During the colonial period, American missionaries taught English in the northern 

part of the island, where a majority of the people were Tamils (Castañeda Dower et al. ,  

2017). Due to the continued use of English as the official language immediately after 

independence, the Sri Lankan Tamils were perceived as having access to a disproportionate 

share of power and overrepresentation in public service, higher education, and so on, as a 

consequence of educational opportunities during the colonial period (Ganguly, 2018; 

Selvadurai and Smith, 2013; Yass, 2014). Sri Lanka gained independence from the UK in 

1948 and power was transferred peacefully to the Sri Lankan English-speaking upper-class 

elites. 

 
1  For instance, after the 1936 general election, the Sinhalese captured “all seven portfolios of 

the Board of Ministers” (Perera, 1992). 
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Recognizing the underrepresentation of the Sinhalese, in the aftermath of 

independence, the first prime minister in Sri Lanka, Don Stephen Senanayake passed 

legislation to disenfranchise Indian Tamils in 1948, giving the Sinhalese a two-thirds 

majority in Parliament (Ganguly, 2018; Perera, 1992). The successor of Senanayake, 

Solomon West Ridgeway Bandaranaike, also made use of the overrepresentation of Tamil 

in public services, and then, passed the Sinhala Only Act in 1956 (lasting until 1987), under 

which Sinhala replaced English as the official language to marginalize the rights of Sri 

Lankan Tamils and English speakers (Ganguly, 2018; Jayawickreme et al.,  2010). At the 

same time, Bandaranaike gave sympathetic attention to Buddhist discontent, which merged 

well with the language policy in creating a Sinhala-Buddhist nationalism (Kearney, 1964; 

Perera, 1992). Since then, a growing number of people have begun to perceive the state as 

bestowing public goods selectively, breeding mistrust between ethnic groups 

(Wickramasinghe, 2012). Worse still ,  Tamil youth were further alienated due to the policy 

of standardization in university admission introduced in 1971 (Ganguly, 2018; 

Wickramasinghe, 2012).  

In response to a series of political backdrop, Tamils mobilized protests by non-

violent means at first (Orjuela, 2003). However, after the 1970s, Tamils increasingly 

expressed discontent in the form of militant groups of calling for equal rights through 

democratic means. Velupillai Prabhakaran established the Tamil New Tigers, later known 

as the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE) in 1976 aimed at building a separate Tamil 

state in the Northern and Eastern provinces where the Sri Lankan Tamils predominate 

(Ganguly, 2018). 

The absence of sustained ethnic conflict before the late 1970s and the comparatively 

successful development record of Sri Lanka makes its internal strife among the most 

puzzling domestic conflicts (Herring, 2003). Figure 1 provides a picture of the conflict 

events from the 1970s to 2009 using the Global Terrorism Database (GTB) from the 

National Consortium for the Study of Terrorism and Responses to Terrorism (START) and 

The Uppsala Georeferenced Event Dataset (UGED) Global Version 18.1. Even though these 

datasets are not completely accurate, they provide a rough estimation of the overall scale 

of the violence.  

In the period prior to 1983, there was a relatively low intensity of violence involving 

the LTTE (Figure 1). In the early stage, the LTTE was only one among several militant 

groups and mainly targeted Tamils in the government or rival groups more than the national 

security forces (Selvadurai and Smith, 2013).  

 

[Insert Figure 1 here] 
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         In 1983, the LTTE launched a full-scale armed conflict. Throughout the conflict,  

both the LTTE and the Sri Lankan Armed Forces (SLAF) launched attacks not only against 

each other but also on indiscriminate targets and carried out targeted attacks on civilians 

(Collins et al.,  2017; Selvadurai and Smith, 2013). The LTTE had frequently targeted 

political opponents, including many Tamil politicians and civilians, with bombs and 

forcibly recruited Sri Lankan Tamils, including women and children, into its forces (Human 

Rights Watch, 2008). Multiple international actors, such as the Norwegian government, 

initiated several rounds of peace talks from 1985 to 2006, but all of them eventually proved 

futile. With an unprecedented military force, the Sri Lankan government launched a major 

offensive in January 2009. During the final stage of the conflict,  the LTTE continued to 

forcibly recruit civilians into its ranks, used them as human shields, and shot at Tamil 

civilians who tried to flee the fighting scene. The government forces finally declared 

victory over the LTTE in May 2009. The UN estimated that at least 100,000 people were 

killed in the civil war between 1972 and 2009, 40,000 of them in the last months of 

fighting.
2
 A UN panel of enquiry accused both the Sri Lankan government and the LTTE 

of human rights violations in the process of the conflict (Selvadurai and Smith, 2013), but 

little progress has been made on finding the truth and ensuring justice for war-time 

activities in the aftermath of the war (Human Rights Watch, 2019). 

 

 

3 Literature review 

We assess the social and political legacies of the civil conflict in Sri Lanka, 

including trust, ethnic identification, and political participation. Even though it is widely 

acknowledged that trust plays an essential role in social and political theories, there is no 

consensus on its meaning (Bauer and Freitag, 2017). Thus, we first define the concept of 

trust and discuss how we measure it  in this study, and then we review the literature on the 

social and political legacies of civil conflict.  

 

3.1 Defining and measuring trust 

3.1.1 Defining trust 

Following Bauer and Freitag (2017), we consider trust as a situation-specific 

expectation instead of a behavior. In other words, truster A judges the trustworthiness of 

 
2  “UN seeks  fore ign  probe  of  Sr i  Lanka war  cr imes ,”  ABC News,  February  16 ,  2014.  Ret r ieved on  Ju ly  6 ,  2019.   
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trustee B regarding some behavior X in context Y at time T. For simplification, we define 

trust as a generalized behavior-, context-, and time-independent expectation of truster A 

on the trustworthiness of trustee B. This kind of reduced statement has also been termed 

generalized trust in some previous studies, reflecting a “stable” starting level of a person’s 

trust (Bauer and Freitag, 2017). Scholars differentiate the concept of generalized trust into 

other subconcepts according to who or what trustee B is. For example, political trust is 

widely used in cases in which trustee B comes from the political sphere, like a government 

or a political party. Meanwhile, interpersonal trust is frequently used in cases in which 

both the trusters and trustees are individuals or groups.  

 

3.1.2 Measuring trust 

Previous studies have used self-reported or behavioral measures to evaluate the trust 

level of people. Stokes (1962) was one of the first studies to measure political trust using 

self-reported measures, which later became known as the trust-in-government question 

(Levi and Stoker, 2000). Many surveys still  use this measure and list a number of 

institutions to be rated by the respondents (Bauer and Freitag, 2017).  

When measuring interpersonal trust, previous studies have used not only self-

reported measures but also behavioral measures. Self-reported measures asks attitudinal 

question about trust toward most people in general; they were first used in the 1940s in a 

questionnaire (Bauer and Freitag, 2017; Nannestad, 2008).  Even though some innovations 

have been introduced to measure interpersonal trust in recent decades, such as the wallet 

question (Soroka et al. , 2007) and the Interpersonal Trust Scale (Rotter, 1967), modified 

versions of the “most-people” question is still the most widely used one to measure 

interpersonal trust (Bauer and Freitag, 2017).
3
 However, this kind of question has been 

criticized for limited links to trusting behaviors in the real world and ambiguity in 

interpretation (Bauer and Freitag, 2017). Thus, scholars like Levi and Stoker (2000) have 

called for behavioral measures of trust to overcome the weakness of abstract questions in 

standard survey-based measures.  

The behavioral measure of trust aims to infer trusting expectations of individuals 

by their decisions, behaviors, and reactions using lab experiments. It started out with the 

prisoner’s dilemma by Deutsch (1960) and now mainly relies on the classic “trust game” 

first introduced by Berg et al. (1995) (Bauer and Freitag, 2017). In a classic trust game, 

 
3  For  example ,  American Genera l  Socia l  Surveys  (GSS) ,  World /European  Values  Survey  (WVS) or  European  

Socia l  Surveys  (ESS) ,  and American Nat ional  Elec t ion  Studies  (ANES).   
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trust is measured by the amount of money sent by trusters; and trustworthiness is measured 

by the amount returned by trustees. However, the evidence is mixed concerning what the 

trust game predicts and what it measures (Wilson, 2018). 

Then how are these two kinds of measures correlated? Glaeser et al. (2000) provide 

one of the earliest studies disentangling the relationship between survey-based measures, 

past trusting behavior, and what the trust game measures using a convenience sample of 

students. They find that past trusting behaviors, such as lending money, are correlated with 

trusting behavior in the experiment. Self-reported measures using most-people questions 

are a proxy for trustworthiness in the experiment. However, due to the convenience 

sampling of the subjects and other methodological reasons, Glaeser et al. (2000) was 

criticized for not measuring trust.  

In Bangladesh (Johansson-Stenman et al.,  2013), Peru (Karlan, 2005), and Russia 

(Gächter et al. , 2004), results have revealed that the most-people questions can measure 

trustworthiness better than trust. Meanwhile, Sapienza et al.  (2013) and Banerjee (2018) 

find that most-people questions measure one’s expectations rather than one’s own 

trustworthiness in the laboratory. Previous studies have produced mixed evidence about 

how these two kinds of measures are related. Differences in these two kinds of measures 

may be due to sample selection, since self-reported measures typically rely on population 

samples while behavioral measures are restricted in a specific subgroup of the population. 

Going beyond previous studies, Wilson (2018) use a population sample from two Russian 

republics to compare self-reported as well as behavioral measures. In line with previous 

studies, Wilson (2018) confirm that a mismatch exists between the self-reported measures 

and behavioral measures. Most-people questions are uncorrelated or weakly correlated with 

trust and trustworthiness in trust games.  

Both self-reported and behavioral measures of trust have methodological drawbacks 

(Bauer and Freitag, 2017). Self-reported measures are superior to behavioral measures in 

the following aspects. First, self-reported measures can elaborate many dimensions of trust 

by changing the category of the trustee B into political institutions, specific groups, or 

people (Wilson, 2018). Second, self-reported measures can be used in large-scale 

representative surveys at low cost. Third, self-reported measures can adapt to a trade-off 

between generality and specificity by specifying a particular trustee B and behavior X 

(Bauer and Freitag, 2017).  

In post-conflict settings, like Sri Lanka, a comprehensive measure of social and 

political outcomes is urgently needed. That is because it  is difficult to realize post-conflict  

reconstruction without trust in government or to restore economic activities and 

reconciliation without trust-based cooperative actions and transactions. Therefore, in our 
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study, we use a wide array of survey questions to measure social and political outcomes in 

post-conflict Sri Lanka. When measuring trust,  we overcome the weakness of most-people 

question by using more specific questions to differentiate who or what trustee B is and to 

measure the behavior-, context-, and time-independent expectation of truster A on the 

trustworthiness of a trustee B.  

 

3.2 Social and political legacies of civil conflict  

An increasing number of previous studies has examined legacies of civil conflict in 

both real life and experimental settings, focusing on post-war outcomes, like social and 

political participation and trust (Bauer et al. , 2016). As discussed in the former subsection, 

we use self-report questions to measure outcomes to obtain a relatively complete picture 

of the war-torn area in Sri Lanka using a representative sample. The literature reviewed in 

this subsection concerns only observational studies that also used self-reported measures.  

         Using a nationally representative survey in Sierra Leone 3 to 5 years after the end of 

the civil conflict,  Bellows and Miguel (2009) find that individuals whose households had 

direct war exposure were more likely to vote, participate in political groups, and trust 

people from outside of their community.
4
 In Kosovo, household-level war exposure was 

also found to be related to increased participation in protests or signed petitions, but 

unrelated to voting or joining political parties (Freitag et al. , 2019).
5
 Relying on three 

rounds of nationally representative survey data from Afrobarometer in Uganda, De Luca 

and Verpoorten (2015) find that district-level war exposure derived from the Armed 

Conflict Location Events Dataset (ACLED) undermined generalized trust and participation 

in religious and community associations amidst violence.
6
 However, these outcomes were 

strongly increased in the affected areas only a few years after the end of the war.  

By contrast,  exploiting two waves of survey data from Afrobarometer and ACLED 

in Uganda, Rohner et al. (2013) find that more intense fighting at the county-level decrease 

generalized trust in both OLS and 2SLS estimates but have no significant effect on trust 

 
4  War vict imization is calculated using the average of three dummy variables about self-reported war 

experience:  “Were any members of your household ki l led during the confl ict?”;  “Were any members 

injured or maimed during the confl ict”;  and “Were any members made refugees during the war?” Self-

reported trust  is  measured using a binary answer for the following two questions:  “Do you trust  

people from outside your community?”;  and “Do you trust  other members of  your community?” 

5
 Trust  is  measured using the wallet- trust  quest ion.   

6  Questions on generalized trust  are answered by binary responses.  



  8

towards known people and relatives.
7

 Similarly, combining household-level
8

 and 

municipal-level war exposure data in Kosovo, Kijewski and Freitag (2018) revealed that 

both these kinds of war exposures are related to a lower level of trust in people in the 

neighborhood. For Burundi, Voors and Bulte (2014) (Voors and Bulte, 2014) fail to find a 

significant effect of war exposure
9
 on villagers’ trust toward fellow villagers.  

The literature reviewed in this subsection predominantly measures war exposure at 

a considerably aggregate level, namely, the district or household level, without 

differentiating personal exposure of the respondents themselves and their family members. 

Focusing more narrowly on ex-combatants in Northern Uganda, Blattman (2009) provides 

evidence that past violence is related to increased political engagement, like voting. 

However, Grossman et al.  (2015) provide evidence that war exposure results in lower levels 

of political participation among Israeli ex-combatants.  

Most previous studies focus on interpersonal trust, and pays little attention to trust 

toward institutions albeit with some exceptions. For instance, Grosjean (2014) uses 

nationally representative surveys in 35 countries to explore the influence of World War II 

and civil conflict in Western Europe on trust toward central institutions and people in 

general. She finds that victimization in conflict,  especially in civil conflict,  is negatively 

related to trust in central institutions, but fails to provide evidence on the relationship 

between any type of conflict victimization and generalized trust.  Using geo-referenced 

survey data and village-level information on conflict, De Juan and Pierskalla (2016) 

provide evidence that village-level war exposure to civil conflict undermines trust toward 

the national government in Nepal.
10

  

In summary, there is consensus that civil conflict is negatively associated with trust 

toward institutions, although previous studies disagree on the direction of influence on 

 
7  Distance to Sudan is  used as the instrument variable,  s ince Southern Sudan played an important  role 

in the 2002–2005 military escalat ion.  

8  Household-level  war vict imization is measured by three separate questions asking whether any 

member of  the household was ki l led,  physically injured, or  had to move as a result  of the confl ict .   

9  War experience includes death of family members,  theft ,  ambush,  forced labor,  destruction of 

household assets,  etc.  Burundi,  Voors & Bulte (2014) create one vict imization dummy to indicate 

whether a household had any of these experiences.  Both lat i tude and longitude are used as 

instruments.  

10  Trust  toward the national  government is  asked by the following question:  “How often do you think 

you can trust  the national  government to do what is r ight?” There are five possible answers:  never,  

hardly ever,  sometimes,  most of  the t ime, and always.   
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social and political outcomes, like political participation and trust. The first possible reason 

is that countries usually have different pre-war situations and every civil conflict is 

different. Another reason may be that there are different ways of measuring war exposure; 

most of previous studies deal only with a limited set of war-time experiences. Even though 

it is well established that traumatic experience during the war may profoundly change 

individual beliefs and preference (Bellows and Miguel, 2009), there is no consensus about 

which kind of war experience is the most transformative one (Freitag et al. , 2019). Some 

previous studies directly focus on former soldiers and compare people with soldier 

experience and those without (Bauer et al. ,  2018; Blattman and Annan, 2010; Trussell,  

2018). Other studies measure war victimization at the household level without 

differentiating war-time experience of the respondents themselves and their family 

members. It is reasonable to expect that the influences of war experience differ between 

the general population and war veterans, and war-time experience may influence members 

differently even in the same household. Similarly, households with war veterans may be 

systematically different from households with no war veterans. In addition, there is little 

evidence on how the civil conflict affected antagonistic ethnic groups differently given that 

a high proportion of minority ethnic groups engaged in ethnicity-based rebellions against 

states especially from the 1940s to the 1990s (Blattman and Miguel, 2010). The wide array 

of data on war-time experience makes this study among the most comprehensive datasets 

in a post-conflict context. We not only differentiate war exposure between individual and 

household levels, we also differentiate household-level war victimization based on whether 

there were war veterans in the household, and we evaluate their influences by ethnic groups.  

 

4 Sampling design, data, and measurement 

4.1 Sampling design  

Survey of Conflict-Affected Regions in Sri Lanka (SCARS 2018) data used in this 

study were collected by the authors from March 2018 to May 2018 collaborating with the 

Kandy Consulting Group (KCG) based in Kandy, Sri Lanka. Given that most battles during 

the civil conflict were fought in Eastern and Northern provinces, subjects were sampled 

from eight districts across these two provinces using a multi-stage stratified cluster 

sampling method to obtain a representative sample. A detailed overview of this survey was 

described elsewhere (Yamazaki et al. , 2021). 
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In short, in the first stage, we classified the Grama Niladhari (GN) divisions
11

 into 

four strata based on the population share of three ethnic groups, namely, Tamil dominant, 

Sinhalese dominant, Moor dominant, or mixed-ethnicity divisions according to the 2012 

population census. A dominant ethnic group is defined as consisting of more than 90% of 

the population in each GN division. We then randomly chose a certain number of GN from 

each stratum, with the number of GNs in each stratum being proportional to the population 

share of each stratum in a certain district.  A total of eight GN divisions were randomly 

selected from each district. In the last stage, within each GN sampled above, 25 households 

were randomly chosen from the list of voters by the KCG. A pilot survey was conducted in 

November 2017 in the Trincomalee district to finalize the survey questionnaire, which was 

then translated into Tamil and Sinhalese. The translated questionnaires were used for the 

interviews with 1600 households conducted by enumerators of the same ethnicity in their 

own language.  

In the early stage of data collection in March 2018, an ethnic riot between radical 

Buddhists and Muslims broke out and a curfew was imposed by the government. Moreover, 

this civil conflict was between the majority Sinhalese and minority Sri Lankan Tamils. We 

finally limited our sample to 1,308 Sinhalese and Tamil households, of which 220 were 

Sinhalese and 1,088 were Sri Lankan Tamils.
12

 For the empirical analysis and comparison, 

we further limited the sample to respondents who answered all trust-related questions, 

leaving 976 observations.
13

 

 

4.2 Data and measurement 

To check the representativeness of our sample, we compared basic demographic 

characteristics with the latest Household Income and Expenditure Survey 2012 (HIES 2012) 

in Northern and Eastern provinces in Table 1. Table 1 confirms that the household 

characteristics, ethnic composition, and religious composition of the two surveys are quite 

similar.  

 

[Insert Table 1 here] 

 

 
11  S r i  Lanka  cons i s ts  o f  n ine  p rov inces ,  which  are  fur ther  d iv ided  in to  25  d i s t r ic ts .  Dis t r i c t  a re  subd iv ided  in to  

Div i s ional  Secre tary’s  d iv i s ions ,  which  are  fu r ther  subd iv ided  in to  GN d iv is ions .  

12  We excluded 2  Indian  Tamils ,  1  Burgher ,  and  289 Moor  f rom the  analys is .   

13  Around 61% of  the  survey respondents  remained.  
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In the sampled households, we asked the following questions to measure the trust 

level or salience of ethnic identity of the main respondents: “In general, the 

government/military/most Sri Lankan Tamils/most Sinhalese are trustworthy?”; and “I feel 

I am a Sri Lankan more than a Sinhalese/Tamil.” These questions were answered using a 

5-point Likert scale: 1 (strongly disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 (neither agree nor disagree), 4 

(agree), and 5 (strongly agree). For simplicity of the empirical analysis, we combined 

answers of trusting Sinhalese and Tamils into two categories, namely co-ethnic trust and 

non-co-ethnic trust. In addition to questions of measuring trust and ethnic identification, 

we looked at other social and political outcomes, namely, voting in the last presidential 

election on January 8, 2015 and the last local government election on February 10, 2018, 

and participation in an election campaign, demonstration, or political group in the last 3 

years.  

 

5 Empirical strategy  

The literature discussed in Section 3 suggests that both individual- and household-

level war victimization may impact post-war behaviors. We include these two kinds of 

victimization and compare the outcome variables of respondents who suffered from 

different degrees and types of war victimization during the civil conflict.  The model is  

 

Yijk =α+Individuali j
’  Γ+Householdi j

’Φ+Xij
’Ψ+Zj

’Β+ δk+ ε i j k         (1) 

 

where Yijk  denotes dummy variables of social or political outcomes for individual i  in 

household j  l iving in GN division k  at the time of the interview: Yijk equals 1 if the 

respondents chose “strongly agree” or “agree” in the trust-related questions, and 0 

otherwise; it  equals 1 if the respondents answered “strongly disagree,” “disagree,” or 

“neither agree nor disagree” in response to the question about their feelings of identifying 

more as a Sri Lankan than a Sinhalese or a Tamil, and 0 otherwise; Yijk  equals 1 if the 

respondent voted in the last presidential election or local government election, or 

participated in a demonstration, election campaign, or political group in the last 3 years.  

We are interested in the influences of both individual- and household-level war 

exposure on social and political outcomes. We measured individual-level war exposure 

Individuali j  of individual i  in household j  using two variables: 1) war-related health 

difficulty index, which counts the total number of physical and mental health difficulties 

due to the civil conflict; and 2) previous military service during civil conflict, which is a 

dummy variable for self-reported solider experience. Physical and mental health 

difficulties included difficulties in seeing, hearing, walking, cognition, day-to-day selfcare, 



  12

and voice communication in the respondents’ own language. We coded previous military 

service 1 if the respondent had ever joined the SLAF or the LTTE and 0 otherwise. The 

largest concern in identifying the causal effect of individual-level war exposure is that the 

correlation between war experience and the outcomes of interest is driven by reverse 

causality. In the case of trust, whether this reverse causality holds depends on how 

persistent trust is; if current level of trust is highly correlated with past level of trust, 

people with higher prewar trust levels might have been exposed to violence due to self-

selection. Previous studies disclosed that trust is a relatively stable human trait (Dawson, 

2019; Nunn and Wantchekon, 2011); thus, we aimed to alleviate these problems using the 

following approaches. First,  we differentiated previous military service into voluntary and 

involuntary military service relying on self-reported answers. People who volunteered to 

join the army might have done so due to unobservable prewar traits: Sinhalese might have 

volunteered to join the SLAF due to a higher level of trust in the government and the 

military; Sri Lankan Tamils might have volunteered to join the LTTE due to mistrust of the 

government or non-co-ethnics. For example, anecdotal evidence showed that some Tamils 

volunteered to join the LTTE after witnessing harassment of their family members by 

Sinhalese officials (Friedman, 2018). In that case, the causality between individual-level 

war experience and trust levels may be reversed. Human rights organizations have recorded 

that many civilians, including children, were recruited into LTTE forcibly (Human Rights 

Watch, 2008). Respondents with involuntary military service were less likely to be exposed 

to violence due to self-selection. Second, we control for observable individual 

characteristics X i j ,  which includes age, female dummy, and years of schooling of the 

respondents, which may predict voluntary participation in armed forces.  

  We measure household-level war exposure Householdi j  of individual i  in household j  

by constructing the following three variables: 1) total number of current household 

members who were former soldiers; 2) total number of family member losses; and 3) 

property loss index. The total number of family losses was constructed using the total 

number of family members who were killed or missing during the conflict.  This variable 

includes family losses of soldiers and civilians. The property loss index was constructed 

using three war experience questions, which aggregate the total number of times 

experienced asset loss, land confiscation, and house damage. Due to the absence of pre-war 

measures of household characteristics, the correlation between household-level war 

exposure and post-war outcomes of a certain household member might have been driven by 

omitted variable bias arising from some pre-war traits of their household members who 

suffered from violence personally. For example, more trusting people might have been more 

likely to join the armed forces and thus, their family members would have been more likely 
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to live in a family with household-level war exposure. Considering that household members 

usually share attitudes and values to some extent, the trust level of respondents whose 

family member had military service experience may differ from those whose family 

members had no experience of military service. We overcame this problem using the 

following approaches. First,  we included the total number of former soldiers currently 

living in the household. Second, we differentiated the victimization of family members into 

loss due to military service and loss of civilians. Third, we controlled for observable 

household characteristics Zj ,  including dummies for female-headed households and 

recipients of the Samurdhi program, wealth quantiles, as well as age and years of schooling 

of the household head. Wealth quantiles are calculated using principle component analysis 

based on asset ownership.
14

 The Samurdhi program is a major poverty alleviation program 

in Sri Lanka initiated by the government in 1995. Fourth, we eliminated possible bias 

caused by pre-existing spatial variations in trust level by the inclusion of GN division-

level fixed effects δk .  The GN division in Sri Lanka consists of either a collection of small  

villages or a part of a larger village (Department of Census Statistics, 2015). The GN fixed 

effects allowed us to isolate the variation in war exposure across neighbors within the same 

village where families were relatively homogeneous. Table 2 provides summary statistics 

for empirical analysis.  

 

[Insert Table 2 here] 

 

Even after controlling for individual and household characteristics, and GN division 

fixed effects, we could not fully rule out the possibility of selection into war victimization. 

We dealt with this by restricting our attention to subsamples for which targeted violence 

were less likely to occur. The first subsample contains respondents with no war-related 

health difficulties, voluntary military service experience, and no self-reported family 

members who were former soldiers, or killed or missing due to military service. The second 

subsample further excluded respondents without involuntary military service experience 

and focused on youth born after the war started in 1983, since they were too young to be 

involved in the violence personally. 

 
14  Wea l th  quan t i l es  were  ca lcula ted  us ing  the  fo l lowing  va r iab les :  ownership  o f  ag r icu l tu ra l  land ,  number  of  rooms  

fo r  s l eep ing ,  separa te  room for  k i tchen ,  ma in  mater ia l s  o f  roof ,  f loor  and  wa l l ,  type  of  d r ink ing  water  and  to i l e t  

fac i l i ty ,  source  of  l ight ing  and  cooking  fue l ,  ownership  of  durab le  goods ,  f i shery-  and  farming- re la ted  equ ipment ,  and  

l ives tock .   
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6 Results  

6.1 Baseline results  

We begin by analyzing the relationship between war victimization and perceived 

trustworthiness of the government, the military, co-ethnics, and non-co-ethnics using the 

full sample. In all the specifications, we control for individual and household 

characteristics, and GN fixed effects. All estimates are weighted by inverse sampling 

probabilities. Standard errors are clustered at the GN division level.  

 

[Insert Table 3 here] 

 

We differentiate war exposure into individual- and household-level war exposure. 

The estimated results reveal that respondents who suffered from war-related health 

difficulties were less likely to trust the government, the military, and non-co-ethnics. The 

point estimates on the war-related health difficulty index show that an increase from 0 to 

1 in war-related health difficulties is associated with a decrease of approximately 37.1, 

29.6, and 25.8 percentage point in the probability of trusting the government, the military, 

and non-co-ethnics, respectively.  

Personal military service is not significantly related to the trust level of the 

respondents, as shown in columns (1)–(4) of Table 3. This is possibly because we combine 

respondents with both voluntary and involuntary military service experience from different 

ethnic groups. Given that the main objective of the LTTE was to build a separate Tamil 

state in the Northern and Eastern provinces of Sri Lanka, Tamil soldiers with voluntary 

military service experience might have had different levels of trust in the government 

compared to Sinhalese or Tamil soldiers who were forcibly recruited into the LTTE. Thus, 

we differentiate military service into voluntary and involuntary military service. We 

include the two interaction terms between Sri Lankan Tamils, involuntary and voluntary 

military service, in columns (5)–(8) of Table 3 to check whether the influence of military 

service differs by ethnic group. Since the analysis focuses only on two ethnic groups, 

Sinhalese and Sri Lankan Tamils, the estimated coefficients for involuntary or voluntary 

military services naturally indicate Sinhalese respondents in columns (5)–(8) of Table 3. 

As expected, Sri Lankan Tamil and Sinhalese former soldiers show different probabilities 

of trusting the government, co-ethnics, and non-co-ethnics, and the signs of the estimated 

coefficients depend on whether they served in the military forcibly or not. Sinhalese 

soldiers who joined the army voluntarily had a higher likelihood of trusting the government 

while those who were forced to join the army were less likely to trust the government and 
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non-co-ethnics, and were more likely to trust the co-ethnics. By contrast, Sri Lankan Tamil 

soldiers who volunteered to join the LTTE were less likely to trust the government and 

other ethnicity. Involuntary military service was associated with a higher probability of 

Tamil soldiers trusting non-co-ethnics than voluntary military service. The estimated 

results on voluntary military service are highly likely to be driven by reverse causalities, 

since they might have had different levels of prewar trust in the government and other 

ethnicity compared to other groups and might have self-selected into the conflict.  

For household-level war exposure, we find that both the number of former soldiers 

among current family members and family member losses are positively associated with 

increases in the probability of trusting the same ethnicity; the magnitude of the coefficient 

for the number of former soldiers is five times larger than that for the number of family 

losses. Property loss is negatively associated with perceived trustworthiness of non-co-

ethnics. In addition, recipients of the Samurdhi programs and respondents with higher 

education levels have a higher likelihood of trusting non-co-ethnics.  

We compare the magnitude of the estimated coefficients of individual- and 

household-level war exposure, and find that personal and direct exposure to violence are 

more significantly correlated with the trust level of respondents than household-level war 

exposure. This result is quite intuitive and possibly because direct war experiences have a 

significantly larger effect on war-related distress, as suggested by previous studies 

(Ringdal et al. , 2008). 

The small magnitude of the estimated coefficient on family member loss may be 

because we do not differentiate between family loss due to military service or otherwise. 

In the following regression analysis, we further classify the number of family losses into 

family losses of soldiers or civilians and display the estimated results in Table 4. 

 

[Insert Table 4 here] 

 

The estimated results in columns (1)–(4) of Table 4 show that losses of household 

members due to military services are negatively associated with trusting the government, 

while losses of civilian household members are positively associated with trusting the co-

ethnics. Similar to Table 3, to examine whether the influence of family losses on trust 

levels differs by ethnic group, we further include two interaction terms between Sri Lankan 

Tamils, and the number of family losses of soldiers or civilians in columns (5)–(8) of Table 

4. We find that family loss of soldiers is not significantly associated with trust level, while 

family loss of civilians is positively associated with trusting the co-ethnics and negatively 

associated with trusting non-co-ethnics among Sinhalese respondents. By contrast, the 
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estimated results reveal that family loss of soldiers is associated with a 15.2 or 18.6 

percentage point decrease in the probability of trusting the government or the military 

among Tamil respondents, respectively. Family loss of civilians is positively associated 

with trusting non-co-ethnics among Tamil respondents.  

 

6.2 Alternative subsamples  

One concern of the OLS estimates displayed in the former subsection is that 

correlation between war victimization and unobservable confounding factors may affect 

war victimization and post-conflict outcomes at the same time. Due to the absence of pre-

war measures, it  is difficult to isolate the effect of bias from self-selection into war 

victimization. We next estimate these relationships for subsamples that are less likely to 

be affected by selection into violence. We first limit our attention to respondents who had 

no war-related health difficulties, no voluntary military service experience, and no 

household members were former soldiers, or died or gone missing due to military service. 

In this way, we can reduce bias arising from reverse causality and omitted variables. We 

further limit the sample to respondents who had no involuntary military service experience 

and who were born after 1983, since they were not eligible or at least far less likely to self-

select into violence. The sample sizes for these two subsamples are 810 and 215, accounting 

for 83% and 22% of the full sample, respectively.  

 

[Insert Table 5 here] 

 

Columns (1)–(4) of Table 5 show the estimated results for the first subsample. We 

find that for Sinhalese respondents, involuntary military service is related to a lower 

likelihood of trusting the government and non-co-ethnics, and a higher likelihood of 

trusting the co-ethnics in both the full sample and the first subsample. Consistent results 

for the full sample and the first subsample on involuntary military service experience give 

us more confidence that this group of respondents is less likely to be exposed to the war 

by self-selection and the characteristics of household members. Similarly, we find that 

family loss of civilians is related to a lower likelihood of trusting the government and non-

co-ethnics, and a higher likelihood of trusting the same ethnicity for Sinhalese respondents. 

These results imply that civil conflict not only has resulted in mistrust of the government, 

but also has reduced ethnic mistrust among Sinhalese toward Tamils. By contrast,  Tamils 

who were forced to join the LTTE showed a higher probability of trusting non-co-ethnics; 

family loss of civilians is positively associated with trusting non-co-ethnics and negatively 

related to trusting the co-ethnics. A higher likelihood of trusting other ethnicity may be 
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due to social desirability bias among Tamil respondents. This is because, after the defeat 

of the LTTE, its former cadres received frequent military surveillance visits (Friedman, 

2018) and they might have been afraid of further questioning or interrogation by the 

security force. Meanwhile, mistrust within the Tamil community may be due to the 

following two reasons. First, many Tamils suffered from forced recruitment practices and 

coercion by the LTTE during the war, even though they did not fully believe in its cause 

and ideological goals. Second, the security force in the north-east of Sri Lanka made use 

of civilians for surveillance, which subsequently sowed the seeds of suspicion and distrust 

among Tamil communities (Addayaalam Centre for Policy Research, 2017) 

 

6.3 Alternative social and political outcomes  

We next expand our analysis to consider a more complete set of social and political 

outcomes, including ethnic identification, voting behavior in the last presidential and local 

elections, and participation in a demonstration, election campaign, or political group. We 

observe clear ethnic differences in the post-war social and political outcomes between the 

Sinhalese and Tamils in Table 6.  

 

[Insert Table 6 here] 

 

Involuntary military service experience is positively associated with a higher 

probability of voting in both presidential and local elections, but negatively associated with 

participation in a demonstration, election campaign, or political groups as well as ethnic 

identification among Sinhalese former soldiers. By contrast, Tamils with involuntary 

military service experience are less likely to vote in both presidential and local elections, 

but more likely to actively participate in a political group and to identify themselves as 

Tamils more than Sri Lankans. Sinhalese respondents with family loss of civilians are more 

likely to vote in the presidential elections and have a weaker sense of ethnic identity, while 

Tamil respondents with family loss of civilians are less likely to vote in presidential 

elections. It is not surprising that we observe a more salient ethnic identify among Tamil 

soldiers, since the LTTE mobilized Tamil communities under a shared ethnic identity. 

However, it  may be surprising that Sinhalese are more likely to vote, especially in the last 

presidential election in 2015, while Tamils are not. A lower rate of participation in 

presidential elections among Tamil may be due to dissent of the Tamil community with the 

government’s effort to promote recovery from the civil war.  

The estimated results among the youth sample demonstrate different trends (Table 

7). Sinhalese youths who suffered from family loss are less likely to participate in political 
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groups, while family loss is positively related to participation in political groups among 

Tamil youths.  

 

[Insert Table 7 here] 

 

 

7 Conclusions  

Civil conflict can reshape people’s social and political perceptions. Using originally 

representative data for the Northern and Eastern provinces of Sri Lanka, we provided 

evidence on the possible consequences of the protracted civil conflict on mistrust of 

government, inter- and intra-ethnic divisions, and different political legacies by ethnicity. 

People included in this study were victimized by the civil conflict in different ways. Policy 

interventions may need to target different groups of people in different ways based on their 

victimization and experience during the war. The findings revealed in this study provide 

implications for post-war recovery policies in Sri Lanka as follows.  

First and foremost, restoring political trust is extremely urgent especially among 

people with war-related health difficulties, Sinhalese who were forced to serve the military, 

and Tamils who volunteered to join the LTTE. Second, reconciliation is needed not only 

between the Sinhala and Tamil communities but also within the Tamil community. We 

found evidence of salient ethnic divisions between different ethnic groups after the 

brutality of the civil war especially among Sinhalese. Worse still , mistrust was prevalent 

within the Tamil community among those who lost their families during the war. Third, it  

is essential to increase political participation among Tamils to prevent them from being 

marginalized again in the process of democratization. 

Even though we adopted several strategies to control for possible confounders, we 

might not have fully eliminated concerns about self-selection and omitted variable bias. 

However, remarkably robust evidence on the relationship between forced recruitment, 

family loss of civilians, and social and political outcomes give us confidence that self-

selection and omitted variable bias might not be the main drivers of our results, at least 

among the first subsample of respondents. Due to data limitations, we could not provide 

channels through which civil conflict affects social and political outcomes in Sri Lanka, or 

why the influence of civil conflict differs by ethnicity. More future research is needed to 

identify the specific mechanisms and to explain the reasons behind ethnic differences in 

post-war social and political outcomes.  
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Table 1 Representativeness of the SCARS 2018 sample: A comparison with 

HIES 2012 

 SCARS 2018 HIES 2012 

Household characteristics     
  Average age of household head (years)  50.5  48.2 
  Average household size (people)  4.5  4.1 
  Female-headed household (%)  18.4  24.1 
Ethnic composition      
   Sri Lankan Tamil (%)  59.1  62.5 
   Sinhalese (%)  17.1  14.0 
   Moor (%)  23.6  22.8 
Religious composition      
   Hindu (%)  46.3  53.0 
   Buddhist (%)  16.7  13.6 
   Islam (%)  23.6  22.9 
   Roman Catholic (%)  11.2  10.5 

Note: numbers in the table are weighted sample means. SCARS 2018 used all 1,600 

households. HIES 2012 included Northern and Eastern provinces.  
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Table 2 Summary statistics       

Variable name Obs. Mean s.d. min max 

Outcome variable      
Government is trustworthy 976 0.58 0.49 0 1 
Military is trustworthy 976 0.49 0.50 0 1 
Most people of the same ethnicity are trustworthy 976 0.78 0.41 0 1 

Most people of other ethnicity are trustworthy 976 0.36 0.48 0 1 

Ethnic identification 976 0.15 0.36 0 1 

Voted in the last presidential election on 8th Jan.2015 976 0.96 0.19 0 1 

Voted in the last local election on 10th Feb. 2018 976 0.97 0.16 0 1 

Taken part in a march, demonstration etc. in the last 3 years 976 0.09 0.29 0 1 

Actively participated in election campaign in the last 3 years 976 0.12 0.32 0 1 

Actively participated in a political group 976 0.02 0.14 0 1 

Household characteristics       
Household head age 976 47.14 12.48 18 84 

Household head schooling 976 8.26 3.44 0 13 

Female-headed household 976 0.17 0.37 0 1 

Wealth quantile 976 2.59 1.33 1 5 

Samurdhi recipient 976 0.37 0.48 0 1 

Individual characteristics      
Age 976 44.17 12.17 18 87 

Female dummy 976 0.50 0.50 0 1 

Education category 976 2.32 0.82 1 3 

Individual war exposure       
War-related health difficulty index 976 0.03 0.17 0 2 

Former soldier dummy 976 0.04 0.20 0 1 

Voluntary former soldier dummy 976 0.03 0.17 0 1 

Involuntary former soldier dummy 976 0.01 0.11 0 1 

household war exposure      
Number of alive household members who were former soldiers 976 0.06 0.26 0 3 

Total number of family losses 976 0.33 0.92 0 11 

Number of family losses of soldiers 976 0.06 0.32 0 5 

Number of family losses of civilians 976 0.26 0.87 0 11 

Property loss index 976 0.92 0.94 0 3 
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Table 3 War exposure and trust, baseline 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

 Government Military Co-ethnics Non-co-ethnics Government Military Co-ethnics Non-co-ethnics 

 is/are trustworthy 

Individual level war exposure                 

War-related health difficulty index -0.371*** -0.296*** -0.056 -0.258*** -0.373*** -0.297*** -0.057 -0.261*** 

 (0.078) (0.078) (0.050) (0.057) (0.075) (0.077) (0.051) (0.056) 

Military service dummy -0.032 -0.040 -0.045 0.049     

 (0.093) (0.042) (0.116) (0.089)     
Voluntary military service dummy     0.133* -0.026 -0.143 0.165 

     (0.067) (0.032) (0.143) (0.102) 

Voluntary military service dummy     -0.521*** -0.103 0.213 -0.454* 

 * Tamil dummy     (0.106) (0.124) (0.162) (0.252) 

         
Involuntary military service dummy     -0.290*** -0.016 0.203*** -0.184*** 

(0.077) (0.049) (0.059) (0.057) 

Involuntary military service dummy  0.081 0.042 -0.014 0.310** 

* Tamil dummy     (0.176) (0.148) (0.081) (0.149) 

Household-level war exposure         
Number of former soldiers -0.132 -0.033 0.165* 0.052 -0.117 -0.032 0.156* 0.062 

 (0.080) (0.039) (0.088) (0.057) (0.078) (0.040) (0.086) (0.058) 

Total number of family losses -0.017 -0.015 0.031*** -0.003 -0.017 -0.015 0.031*** -0.003 

 (0.015) (0.017) (0.011) (0.020) (0.015) (0.017) (0.011) (0.020) 

Property loss index -0.016 -0.016 -0.011 -0.053* -0.014 -0.015 -0.012 -0.051* 

 (0.021) (0.029) (0.032) (0.029) (0.022) (0.029) (0.032) (0.029) 

Household characteristics         
Samurdhi 0.076 -0.037 -0.008 0.085** 0.076 -0.037 -0.007 0.085** 

 (0.050) (0.035) (0.038) (0.035) (0.050) (0.035) (0.039) (0.035) 

Individual characteristics          

Education level         
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Junior secondary -0.018 -0.062 0.108* 0.148*** -0.013 -0.062 0.105* 0.153*** 

 (0.088) (0.078) (0.057) (0.055) (0.090) (0.078) (0.058) (0.055) 

Senior secondary or above 0.019 -0.071 0.032 0.120* 0.024 -0.071 0.029 0.123* 

 (0.082) (0.080) (0.075) (0.064) (0.083) (0.080) (0.076) (0.065) 

         
Observations 976 976 976 976 976 976 976 976 

R-squared 0.287 0.403 0.194 0.278 0.293 0.403 0.198 0.282 

HH Characteristics Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Individual Characteristics Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

DN Division FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Number of clusters 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 

Note: All the specifications include individual and household characteristics, and GN fixed effects. All estimates are weighted by inverse sampling 

probabilities. All standard errors are adjusted for clustering within the GN division area, and shown in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate that each 

estimate is significantly different from 0 at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level, respectively.  
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Table 4 War exposure and trust, subcategory of household-level war exposure 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

 Government Military Co-ethnics Non-co-ethnics Government Military Co-ethnics Non-co-ethnics 

 is/are trustworthy 

Individual-level war exposure                 

War-related health difficulty index -0.368*** -0.294*** -0.053 -0.260*** -0.351*** -0.274*** -0.049 -0.260*** 

 (0.068) (0.073) (0.056) (0.053) (0.063) (0.068) (0.054) (0.048) 

Voluntary military service dummy 0.134* -0.026 -0.143 0.166 0.136** -0.023 -0.142 0.165 

 (0.068) (0.033) (0.143) (0.102) (0.067) (0.032) (0.144) (0.102) 
Voluntary military service dummy 
*Tamil dummy  -0.522*** -0.104 0.212 -0.454* -0.524*** -0.106 0.212 -0.454* 

 (0.107) (0.125) (0.162) (0.252) (0.106) (0.125) (0.163) (0.252) 

         
Involuntary military service dummy -0.290*** -0.016 0.203*** -0.184*** -0.291*** -0.017 0.204*** -0.186*** 

 (0.077) (0.050) (0.058) (0.057) (0.077) (0.051) (0.058) (0.058) 
Involuntary military service dummy 
*Tamil dummy  0.078 0.041 -0.017 0.310** 0.070 0.031 -0.019 0.310** 

(0.176) (0.148) (0.081) (0.149) (0.174) (0.149) (0.080) (0.150) 

Household-level war exposure         
Number of alive household members  
who were former soldiers -0.118 -0.032 0.156* 0.061 -0.114 -0.026 0.160* 0.058 

 (0.077) (0.041) (0.085) (0.058) (0.080) (0.035) (0.084) (0.058) 

         
Number of family losses of soldiers -0.083** -0.050 -0.020 -0.007 -0.033 0.013 -0.008 -0.007 

 (0.037) (0.033) (0.046) (0.050) (0.046) (0.012) (0.062) (0.043) 
Number of family losses of soldiers 
* Tamil dummy     -0.152** -0.186** -0.030 -0.006 

     (0.075) (0.071) (0.075) (0.129) 

Number of family losses of civilians -0.009 -0.012 0.037*** -0.003 0.010 0.045 0.081*** -0.048** 

 (0.015) (0.018) (0.012) (0.022) (0.075) (0.033) (0.027) (0.019) 
Number of family losses of civilians 
*Tamil dummy     -0.021 -0.060 -0.047 0.047* 

     (0.075) (0.038) (0.030) (0.025) 
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Property loss index -0.015 -0.016 -0.013 -0.051* -0.014 -0.017 -0.014 -0.050* 

 (0.022) (0.029) (0.032) (0.029) (0.022) (0.030) (0.033) (0.029) 

         
Observations 976 976 976 976 976 976 976 976 

R-squared 0.295 0.404 0.199 0.282 0.296 0.407 0.200 0.283 

HH Characteristics Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Individual Characteristics Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

DN Division FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Number of clusters 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 

Note: All the specifications include individual and household characteristics, and GN fixed effects. All estimates are weighted by inverse sampling 

probabilities. All standard errors are adjusted for clustering within the GN division area, and shown in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate that each 

estimate is significantly different from 0 at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level, respectively.  
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Table 5 War exposure and trust, results of subsamples  

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

 Government Military Co-ethnics Non-co-ethnics Government Military Co-ethnics Non-co-ethnics 

 is/are trustworthy 

Individual level war exposure                 

Involuntary military service dummy -0.316*** -0.027 0.206*** -0.178***     

 (0.083) (0.055) (0.058) (0.057)     
Involuntary military service dummy 
*Tamil dummy 0.143 0.073 -0.064 0.380**     

 (0.198) (0.160) (0.073) (0.155)     
Household level war exposure         
Number of family losses of civilians -0.032* 0.024 0.120*** -0.048* 0.287 0.401 0.469*** -0.047 

 (0.018) (0.033) (0.029) (0.026) (0.247) (0.263) (0.170) (0.244) 
Number of family losses of civilians 
*Tamil dummy 0.022 -0.042 -0.085** 0.056* -0.183 -0.446 -0.472** 0.035 

 (0.026) (0.040) (0.034) (0.032) (0.238) (0.270) (0.200) (0.242) 

Property loss index -0.012 -0.020 -0.011 -0.042 0.023 0.017 0.005 -0.129 

(0.025) (0.034) (0.036) (0.034) (0.075) (0.081) (0.073) (0.098) 

         

         
Observations 810 810 810 810 215 215 215 215 

R-squared 0.273 0.347 0.198 0.268 0.530 0.563 0.374 0.508 

HH Characteristics Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Individual Characteristics Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

DN Division FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Number of clusters 55 55 55 55 49 49 49 49 

Note: All the specifications include individual and household characteristics, and GN fixed effects. All estimates are weighted by inverse sampling 

probabilities. All standard errors are adjusted for clustering within the GN division area, and shown in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate that each 

estimate is significantly different from 0 at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level, respectively.  
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Table 6 War exposure and alternative social and political outcomes, first subsample 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

 
ethnic 
identification 

Voted in the 
last 
presidential 
election on 
8th Jan.2015 

Voted in 
the last 
local 
election on 
10th Feb. 
2018 

Taken part in a 
march, 
demonstration 
etc. in the last 3 
years 

Actively 
participated 
in election 
campaign in 
the last 3 
years 

Actively 
participated 
in a political 
group 

Individual-level war exposure             

Involuntary military service dummy -0.309*** 0.094*** 0.111*** -0.135*** -0.099*** -0.124*** 

 (0.047) (0.020) (0.013) (0.032) (0.034) (0.030) 

Involuntary military service dummy * Tamil dummy 0.346*** -0.050** -0.172* 0.029 0.038 0.120*** 

 (0.122) (0.020) (0.093) (0.091) (0.047) (0.033) 

Household-level war exposure       

Number of family losses of civilians -0.052* 0.047*** 0.011 0.010 0.017 -0.017 

 (0.026) (0.010) (0.009) (0.020) (0.047) (0.024) 

Number of family losses of civilians*Tamil 0.034 -0.054*** -0.008 -0.007 -0.016 0.016 

(0.025) (0.012) (0.009) (0.022) (0.048) (0.024) 

Property loss index 0.021 0.004 0.002 -0.020 0.049* 0.023 

 (0.028) (0.011) (0.006) (0.020) (0.027) (0.014) 

Observations 810 810 810 810 810 810 

R-squared 0.255 0.118 0.109 0.220 0.171 0.103 

HH Characteristics Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Individual Characteristics Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

DN Division FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Number of clusters 55 55 55 55 55 55 

Note: All the specifications include individual and household characteristics, and GN fixed effects. All estimates are weighted by inverse sampling 

probabilities. All standard errors are adjusted for clustering within the GN division area, and shown in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate that each 

estimate is significantly different from 0 at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level, respectively.  
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Table 7 War exposure and alternative social and political outcomes, youth subsample 

    (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

  
ethnic 
identification 

Voted in the 
last 
presidential 
election on 8th 
Jan.2015 

Voted in 
the last 
local 
election on 
10th Feb. 
2018 

Taken part in a 
march, 
demonstration etc. 
in the last 3 years 

Actively 
participated in 
election 
campaign in the 
last 3 years 

Actively 
participated in 
a political 
group 

Household-level war exposure        

Number of family losses of civilians  -0.056 0.077 0.154 -0.053 0.099 -0.203** 

  (0.193) (0.135) (0.157) (0.128) (0.210) (0.099) 

Number of family losses of civilians*Tamil  0.037 -0.117 -0.184 0.071 -0.132 0.200** 

  (0.193) (0.137) (0.168) (0.126) (0.203) (0.097) 

Property loss index  0.030 0.054 0.002 -0.012 0.021 0.035 

  (0.067) (0.045) (0.033) (0.066) (0.072) (0.044) 

        

Observations 215 215 215 215 215 215 

R-squared 0.442 0.381 0.278 0.237 0.377 0.298 

HH Characteristics  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Individual Characteristics  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

DN Division FE  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Number of clusters   49 49 49 49 49 49 

Note: All the specifications include individual and household characteristics, and GN fixed effects. All estimates are weighted by inverse sampling 

probabilities. All standard errors are adjusted for clustering within the GN division area, and shown in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate that each 

estimate is significantly different from 0 at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level, respectively.  
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Figure 1 Intensity of conflict events in Sri Lanka, 1975–2009 

 

Note: This figure is created by the authors based on data from the Global Terrorism Database (GTD) and 

Uppsala Georeferenced Event Dataset (UGED) Global Version 18.1. GTD recorded 2,932 terrorism 

incidents from 1975 to 2009, 1,597 of which the LTTE was involved in. The UGED recorded 4,573 

episodes from 1989 to 2009, among which LTTE was involved in 4,325 episodes. An event is defined as 

“an incident where armed force was used by an organized actor against another organized actor, or against 

civilians, resulting in at least 1 direct death at a specific location and a specific date” in the UGED(Stina, 

2020: p.4). The GTD collected only terrorism attacks and defined it as “the threatened or actual use of 

illegal force and violence by a non-state actor to attain a political, economic, religious or social goal 

through fear, coercion or intimidation.”(START, 2019: p.10)  
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