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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

About the Project

With funding from the European Union, the British Council, in partnership with The Asia Foundation,
is implementing the Supporting Effective Dispute Resolution (SEDR) project in Sri Lanka over four years
(2020-2024). The four main results of the project seek to enhance the effectiveness and availability of
dispute resolution mechanisms and to foster social cohesion and more inclusive community-state
engagement in Sri Lanka. These results feed into the overall objective of the SEDR which is ‘to
strengthen dialogue between the people and the state thereby contributing to the resolution of
critical underlying causes of conflict and prevention of escalation of local disputes’ and the specific
objective which is to improve dispute resolution services for both individual and community level
grievances (Request for Proposals, KAP survey, dated 06 January 2020).

While historically Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) mechanisms have played an important role in
resolving disputes, the role that they played during the armed conflict, the immediate aftermath of
the ending of the armed conflict in 2009, and during phases of heightened tensions between ethno-
religious groups has highlighted their potential further. These mechanisms comprise inter-faith
committees and multiple types of ADR mechanisms established by civil society organisations (CSO).
However, their effectiveness, uptake by communities and scalability is unclear. In addition, the
Ministry of Justice (MoJ) has also made provisions for the establishment of Community Mediation
Boards (CMB) at the local level for the resolution of minor disputes and thus, have gained some
prominence over the years. In this context, a better understanding of people’s access to and
awareness of ADR mechanisms especially CMBs is required, as a first step towards strengthening
access to and raising awareness about the CMBs. To this end, the SEDR commissioned the Centre for
Poverty Analysis (CEPA) to conduct an initial assessment of public awareness of various ADR and
mediation services - including the mediation boards - through a sample Knowledge, Attitudes, and
Practices (KAP) survey, supported by the collection of qualitative data from the same sites. The
findings are expected to build an awareness raising strategy responding to the identified gaps in
knowledge.

Methodological approach

CEPA implemented the KAP survey within the target provinces and districts selected for SEDR, as per
the Request for Proposal (RfP) provided by SEDR. These include Ampara and Trincomalee districts in
the Eastern province, Vavuniya and Mannar districts in the Northern Province and Monaragala and
Badulla districts in the Uva Province. In addition, a limited sample from Colombo district (within the
Municipality Council area) in the Western province was selected to provide an element of comparison
to the analysis and findings of the survey in the target provinces and district. For the survey, a
minimum of two Grama Niladhari Divisions (GND) were selected purposively from at least two
Divisional Secretariat Divisions (DSD) from each district. Using electronic devices, the trained
enumerators surveyed, in total, 1,712 households. The selection of the starting point as well as the
right-hand rule were generally observed with some exceptions especially when clusters of households
in quarantine and capturing an ethnically-diverse sample had to be observed.

A majority of the respondents (64%) are female, with 57 per cent belonging to the 25-49 age category.
Furthermore, 35 per cent had schooled up to the Ordinary Level (O/L) and 47 per cent are engaged in
an economic activity. Of those surveyed, 29 per cent are engaged in household activities or are
housewives.



For the qualitative data collection, one ethnically mixed DS division was selected purposively from
each of the target districts to ensure the data would not be skewed towards a particular majoritarian
community/identity. Twenty- nine (29) Key Informant Interviews (Klls) were conducted with identified
individuals ranging from CSO leaders, MTOs and elected and appointed officials. In addition, at each
location a minimum of 03 Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) were held with three identified groups: CSO
representatives, Community Mediation Board officials and women and youth. In total, twenty-four
(24) FGDs were completed.

Impact of COVID-19

Data collection was seriously affected by mobility restrictions imposed in the post-April 2021 period.
Similarly, the spread of the Delta variant in the latter part of the year further impacted fieldwork.
Considering the health and wellbeing of both the research teams and the targeted communities, a
decision was made to delay data collection. However, clusters of households having to quarantine,
fears of infection and of outsiders approaching the communities, continued when data collection
resumed. These conditions were further exacerbated in some districts owing to flooding and
landslides. Therefore, ensuring the safety of the research teams as well as not compromising the
quality of the data collected, continued to be an ongoing discussion between SEDR and CEPA.

The key findings from the study and the recommendations are discussed below, under separate sub-
headings.

Findings
Main findings

The most common types of disputes in the respondents’ community include disputes with neighbours,
land related disputes, criminal activities, domestic violence and loan related disputes. Respondents
identified the Police as a key ADR actor that they reach out to, given easier access (i.e. via hotlines),
followed by government officials and CMBs. In comparison to other ethnic groups, Sri Lankan Moor
overwhelmingly identify religious leaders as a main actor in ADR.

In general, people know of the existence of the CMB, but knowledge on its purpose, how it operates,
how to access the CMB and composition of the CMB varies. Knowledge on CMBs was weaker among
younger age cohorts, women and Sri Lankan Tamil and Moors. Youth are in general unaware of CMBs
and they lack knowledge on the purpose of CMBs. While the lack of awareness-raising material and
campaigns contribute to this, contextual factors such as the location, a history of displacement and
other crisis-related experiences also impact people’s understanding of CMBs.

As a prominent actor involved in resolving disputes, the police are perceived to be managing disputes
well. However, this perception changes when the nuances of effectiveness or reasons why certain
actors, including the police are considered to be managing disputes well, are taken into consideration.
Respondents perceived that in case of a community or personal issue, they were most likely to get
justice from the police, but at a comparatively higher cost in terms of time and money. Further, of
those who accessed ADR, higher satisfaction levels were observed amongst those who had accessed
CMBs in comparison to the police.

Among mediators, most believe that the five-day training offered at recruitment was helpful; but
requested for a ‘refresher course’ - offered at regular intervals - on principles of interest-based
mediation and the process of mediation.



Knowledge on ADR mechanisms and CMB processes

The understanding of what a dispute is, tends to be seen as a ‘disagreement’ or ‘misunderstanding’
that occurs between individuals or among groups. This confirms the evidence from the survey and the
interviews and FGDs which further highlight the higher frequency of inter-personal rather than
intra/inter community disputes®. These identified disputes range from disputes with neighbours, land,
domestic violence and credit-related, to criminal activities. Though rare, when community-level
disputes do arise, these reflect persistent yet unresolved issues such as tensions over access to
irrigated water and/or drinking water supply schemes. Qualitative discussions on types of disputes
often led to discussions on ‘causes’ of disputes and broader social conflicts. In all the study locations,
substance abuse was viewed as one of the primary causes leading to both inter-personal and
community level disputes. Most respondents stressed the importance of a corruption-free, systematic
approach to address this concern.

Respondents (69%) identify the Police as a key ADR actor as well as government officials (61%)
especially the Grama Niladhari of their community, as actors dealing with disputes within their
community, as per their knowledge. A little over a quarter (27%) identify the CMB as an ADR actor.

The qualitative discussions further identified other ADR mechanisms that are accessed for specific
purposes such as village level societies or collectives - especially in development aid related disputes
- estate management in the Uva province and the Civil Protection Committees (CPCs). ‘Peace
Committees’ and ‘Inter-faith committees’ were active, albeit in an ad hoc manner, in areas such as
Ampara, Badulla, Trincomalee and Mannar and they had played an active role in the immediate
aftermath of the 2019 Easter Sunday attacks, in managing any potential tensions within the
communities that they operate in.

A notable variation in the identification of ADR actors was observed along ethnicity: in comparison to
other ethnic groups, Sri Lankan Moor overwhelmingly (63%) identify religious leaders as a main actor
— a key finding that has been confirmed in the Klls and FGDs as well. The degree of privacy afforded,
accessibility and proximity and understanding of the specific context were reasons to reach out to
religious leaders as opposed to other ADR actors. Mosques being in close in proximity also means that
the awareness levels of the mosque committee as a form of ADR is high.

In general, knowledge levels of the purpose of ADR are relatively high, with a majority of the
respondents identifying it as a process to find out the facts of a dispute (41%), and/or a process to
settle a dispute with the help of a neutral third party (34%).

While the survey results indicate the importance placed on the police, concerns were also raised in
the FGDs about perceived biases as well as language barriers and distance to the police station as
concerns in considering them as an ADR actor.

When it comes to CMBs specifically, people know of its existence but knowledge on its purpose, how
it operates, composition and time taken for dispute resolution varies. A higher percentage (45%) of
respondents from Colombo however stated that they are unaware of the CMB. Knowledge was also
weaker among younger age cohorts, women and Sri Lankan Tamil and Moors. A possible reason for
this could be the lack of awareness programmes and information material available to the public on
CMBs as observed in the qualitative and quantitative components of the study. As indicated,

1 For the purpose of this study, community disputes refer to disputes that involve two or more parties other
than individuals or families, falling within what could be mediated at CMBs. For example, disputes between
two youth groups etc.



knowledge on the process adopted by the CMB is relatively weaker, especially regarding the issuance
of a settlement certificate, the time allocated during a day for a dispute and whether the information
from a CMB can be used in a court of law and disputants could access a court of law simultaneously.
The qualitative study reveals that the respondents have very little awareness about the presence,
functions and the process followed by the Special Land Mediation Boards (SLMB).

The types of disputes identified as those handled by a CMB reflect the respondents’ understanding of
disputes and therefore include family and land disputes and loan issues. It is however important to
note that respondents prefer family disputes to be resolved in private, within the family or by the
Mosque Committee (in the case of Sri Lankan Moors) rather than have these discussed in a public,
open forum. The implications for women especially when domestic violence related disputes are
mediated within the CMBs should be taken into consideration when addressing privacy related
concerns raised below. Less than half (46%) stated that privacy is afforded to discuss matters ata CMB
with 42 per cent stating they are unaware of the level of privacy provided. Notably, this uncertainty is
higher among women.

While the lack of awareness about CMBs was also attributed to the difficulties of accessing the
relevant information on the ground, varying levels of awareness at intra- and inter-district levels were
observed. Particularly, contextual factors such as the location, a history of displacement and other
crisis-related experiences impact people’s understanding of CMBs. Hence, most information about
CMBs is accessed via word-of-mouth. Importantly however, youth and respondents with a higher
educational attainment indicated a higher preference to learn more about the CMB process.

The non-resolution of disputes was identified as having far-reaching effects on families and children
in particular resulting in a continuity of violence among the next generation. The lack of trust and
credibility of the ADRs also stem from these unresolved disputes and combined with other factors
contribute to shaping people’s decisions on whether to access ADR or not, and which form/s of ADR
to access.

Attitudes regarding ADR mechanisms and processes

Among the actors who engage in dispute resolution, the police are perceived to be managing disputes
well (35%), in contrast to religious leaders (17%) and CMBs (14%). However, when reasons for such a
statement and perceptions of effectiveness of these actors are analysed, police are seen to be
following a relatively more ‘adversarial like’ approach and process, whereas the other mechanisms
and actors are seen to have different strengths. For instance, people perceive the interest-based
approach adopted by the CMBs to dispute resolution to be more effective. Police were attributed with
authority and power — a characteristic not identified with the rest of the ADR actors. While ease of
access and speed of response were also attributed to the police (primarily through the 119 complaint
hotline), evidence from the Klls and FGDs also raised concerns of perceived inherent biases, the
physical distance to the police station and language barriers as main concerns why the police are not
accessed.

Significantly, actor-specific reasons were cited in relation to how effective the ADR mechanism is. The
government officials are associated with high knowledge about the community; religious leaders
adopt an equitable/just response towards dispute resolution whereas the Estate management is seen
as lacking trust due to conflicts of interest. The CMBs are associated with positively dealing with and
resolving the issue properly/equitably and with the belief that they could resolve the dispute, pointing
towards the appreciation of interest-based mediation.



Respondents perceive that in case of a community or personal issue, they were most likely to get
justice from the police, but at a comparatively higher cost in terms of time and money. The time and
financial cost of getting the services of the police and the formal justice system to resolve inter-
personal or community disputes was found to be comparatively higher to accessing the CMBs. These
considerations are thus leading to a shift in opting to approach mechanisms such as CMBs as opposed
to the formal mechanisms such as the police. Although CMBs and ADR in general, may become more
popular, long-held perceptions about biases and discrimination on the basis of gender, social class,
caste and wealth, are perceived as making the CMBs less effective. This was also seen to have a direct
impact on the effectiveness of CMBs in maintaining social cohesion at the community level.

Although respondents cited police as a party that manages dispute resolution well, their ideal
composition of an ADR forum would include government officials, such as the Grama Niladhari, village
elders, and religious leaders and for same male-female ratio as at present. The emphasis placed on
who should be part of the CMB however, changes depending on demographic characteristics. When
disaggregated by sex, both men and women state that they prefer a male chair of the forum. While
encouraging women to be part of the process was stressed, evidence from published studies also
points out that female chairpersons are perceived to be less effective (Jayasundere and Valters 2014)
thus, suggesting the implicit gender biases of the ‘middle-aged man as the CMB Chairperson’, shaping
attitudes and decisions of those who access CMBs. The degree of interest shown in training to become
a mediator also shows the challenges in including women in the CMBs. Evidence shows that young
men of Sinhala ethnicity and Indian Tamil communities and those who have studied at least up to
Advanced Level (A/L) or more are more likely to be interested in being trained.

Practices and experiences of accessing ADR mechanisms

Whilst only nine (9) per cent of the respondents were involved in an individual or community-level
dispute in the past 12 months, a majority of these disputes were related to land use and/or land
ownership and domestic violence. This yet again confirms the common types of disputes affecting
these communities. More women (36.2%) compared to men (17.2%) stated the dispute was related
to domestic violence. While the police (39%) and the CMBs (27%) were accessed to resolve the
dispute, a higher rate of satisfaction was noted in relation to CMBs (89%) as opposed to the police
(50%). Notably, those who had accessed a CMB indicated a higher likelihood to approach the CMB
again as opposed to those who had not approached a CMB at any time. This underscores the greater
potential to create awareness and thereby encourage people to access CMBs.

Skills, competencies and support required for mediators and trainers

While political influence and personal aspirations - as opposed to a sense of volunteerism — were
raised as concerns when nominating individuals to the CMBs, a general sense of the recruitment
modality functioning properly was noted. The inadequate number of female mediators (Jayasundere
and Valters 2014), and the perception from mediators, Mediation Training Officers (MTOs) and in
certain cases from disputants (for example in Trincomalee) that female mediator participation should
increase, continues to persist. However, this noted gap in female participation must also be viewed in
light of the additional care burden and household responsibilities women have to consider when
assuming these positions (TAF-CEPA, Unpublished). The focus on education and personal aspirations
were viewed as deterrents affecting the youth to participate or commit time for CMB:s.

In terms of capacity, the need for refresher sessions on the legal procedures and new approaches in
ADR was emphasised as well as the lack of authority the mediators possess to ensure that both parties
are present for mediation. The latter has a direct bearing on the level of trust people have of the
process’ success. In terms of infrastructure, the lack of Information Technology (IT) equipment and
the need for training for better information management, data collection, effective follow-up and



monitoring were highlighted. The lack of a suitable and dedicated space and the impact on ensuring a
level of privacy to those who access the CMBs was also highlighted.

Information sources

As with the KAP results, the information sources accessed by the respondents varied on the basis of
age, ethnicity and highest education attainment. Even though the television is considered the most
trusted information on government services across all ages, the younger generation seeks such
information from social media, news websites, and digital messaging applications as do the educated.
Interestingly, private media channels are considered more trust-worthy than the state-owned media
stations such as Sri Lanka Rupavahini (TV) Corporation and the Independent Television Network Ltd.
(ITN) but the types of channels accessed and in which language is determined by one’s ethnicity. With
66 per cent of the respondents indicating that they or their families have access to the internet, there
is greater potential to reach out via messaging applications on smartphones, even though it is the
youth that have a higher tendency to use the internet.

Recommendations

In conclusion, the superficial level of awareness among people about the CMBs requires targeted input
from SEDR especially, to improve understanding of the purpose, mandate and the process followed
by CMBs and the access routes towards CMBs. The variations noted in terms of age, ethnic identity,
educational attainment and sex should be fed into targeted awareness campaigns using the correct
modality. The recommendations proposed therefore, reflect these differential access and levels of
knowledge and attitudes.

Design and launch a targeted approach for awareness creation on accessing and the process of ADR
in general and CMBs specifically by SEDR with the support of other relevant agencies

Strengthen awareness among the relevant government officials: Systematic and repeated awareness
raising on CMBs in particular and ADR in general, including the specific details of the process followed
during CMB and ADR in general, among the relevant government officials is required. Considering the
busy schedules of these government officers, targeted, specific and effective programmes should be
developed, with certain elements of a Training of Trainers (ToT) included, in order to take the
messages across to the other tiers of the government, relevant non-governmental organisations/ CSOs
and general public. Ensuring retention of knowledge among these government officials to be passed
onto new batches of officials that get appointed through transfers should be facilitated through the
ToT approach. The Development Officers (DOs) in charge of mediation should be made the focal points
for these awareness raising campaigns among the relevant government officials. A non-
comprehensive list of such officials include:

* District Secretary and relevant officials at the District Secretariat

» Divisional Secretary, Land officers, Colonisation officers, Mediation Development Officer,
Women Development Officers, Counselling officers, Probation officers, and Child Rights
Protection Officers, Administration (officer of) Grama Niladhari, at the DSD level

* Samurdhi officers, Economic Development Officers, Grama Niladhari at the GND level
*  Public Health Midwife and Public Health Inspectors

Strengthen awareness among the public: A public information campaign with the objective of
awareness raising and knowledge enhancement focusing on ADR in general and CMBs specifically



should focus more on groups that have shown a higher interest such as youth with education levels
up to A/Ls and students in schools. Similarly, specific targeted strategies should be developed to
involve the older groups and those living in Colombo, based on their preferred information sources.
The use of mass media, TV and Radio to create awareness targeting the older generation, in the
appropriate local language (target prime time, use state and private media) is recommended. Further,
social media should be used to reach out to the youth and the involvement of the National Youth
Services Council (NYSC) should be sought to get the messages across to the youth, using age and
language appropriate messaging. Given the low rates of access to internet in the districts of
Monaragala, Mannar and Ampara, awareness campaign modes should focus more on ‘offline’
methods and tools when targeting those districts. Other recommendations on specific awareness
raising strategies include:

*  Use WhatsApp groups set up by the Grama Niladhari and CSOs such as Women’s Societies to
share posts raising awareness and to share information on the dates and times that the CMBs
meet

* Systematically implement well-designed, language-appropriate, short awareness creation
programmes for schools

* Include or increase the coverage of knowledge and skills on dispute resolution in the school
curriculum, including specific detailed knowledge on CMBs

* Use of CSOs and village level societies/collectives meeting spaces and time slots to conduct
awareness sessions, facilitated and led ideally by government officials such as the
Development Officer in charge of mediation at the respective DSD or the CMB Chairperson of
the respective DSD. These societies include the Death Donation/Benevolent Society in the
majority Sinhala speaking areas, as its meetings are attended by at least one member of a
family, Rural Development Societies and Women’s Rural Development Societies. At such
meetings or awareness raising sessions, the use of interactive case study/success stories
methods and not just a speech-based approach is recommended.

* Use of the government officials at different levels starting from District Secretariat to Grama
Niladhari. At the GND level there are 4-5 government officials who are responsible for one
GND awareness raising should be designed and delivered with them as the main focal points.
Through such an approach, the skills and knowledge required to carry out such awareness
raising sessions and activities will remain within an already existing mechanism, ensuring
sustainability of the efforts and resources invested during development project cycles such as
the SEDR.

*  Plan and conduct mobile CMB demonstrations planned and implemented over a 2-3 month
period, covering all the GNDs within a DSD, to raise awareness

* Conduct an assessment of costs saved by going through community mediation boards to be
fed into the awareness creation programmes

Content creation and design of information and awareness campaigns should explicitly highlight the
strengths identified by the KAP survey respondents: Framing of the main messages should include
cost being low or no costs, shorter process, trust on the process and the solutions being effective,
specially highlighting the strengths of interest-based mediation. Comparisons with formal
mechanisms and other actors such as the police and courts in terms of cost and time saving should be
highlighted. Means of accessing ADR including CMBs should be stressed, given that a significant



number of those who have accessed CMBs have done so through referrals. Clear and concise guidance
on the documentation required and knowledge on next steps to take, if a CMB decision is not
satisfactory should also be included in such a campaign.

Conduct skills and knowledge improvement sessions for ADR actors, including religious leaders

e Focus on strengthening knowledge and skills of those engaged in dispute resolution in
religious institutions and other ADR mechanisms such as government officials, especially the
Grama Niladhari. Strengthen these mechanisms with emphasis on the importance of creating
an equal space for both disputants. A training or awareness session on gendered
considerations in the dispute resolution process is recommended to those who are involved
in these dispute resolution mechanisms. Perceptions of ‘bias’ that are attached to ADR in
general should be discussed during these sessions, illustrated by practical examples or case
studies, stressing the need to demonstrate that ‘justice is served’ by following certain
processes and procedures.

e Itshould also be noted that most of these religious institutes take up cases from the respective
religious communities. Therefore, it is important to consider the influence of religious thought
and related dynamics in designing the trainings for these institutes. Further the diversity in
these institutions should also be noted. The involvement of religious institutions in resolving
the disputes is not uniform across the board as they use more localised, customised processes.

e Share research evidence with relevant authorities of the Sri Lanka Police. Focus must be
placed on the need to work on trust, confidence building, eliminating biases and addressing
allegations of corruption. This would particularly apply to handling cases of domestic violence
where gaps in service provision by the police and formal mechanisms are highlighted.

Recommendations specific for CMBs to be implemented by Ministry of Justice, MBC with financial
and technical support from development partners where necessary and applicable

Incorporate services of Development Officers in-charge of mediation to increase effectiveness of
CMBs through stronger coordination with relevant MTOs and Chairpersons: Obtaining the services
of the Development Officer in charge of mediation at the DSD will ensure effectiveness and efficiency
of the CMB. As a first step, the vacant positions of the DOs should be filled and they should be made
part of any awareness raising campaign, so that they can act as the focal point for implementation,
coordination and monitoring of the campaign’s effectiveness through follow-up. As stated above, DOs
should act as the focal points to coordinate awareness raising campaigns at the provincial or district
levels.

Follow-up of settled cases: Periodical sharing of experiences and learning across CMBs within a
District (once in two months), within a Province (once in six months) and at the national level (once a
year) and including the participation of the relevant MTOs is also recommended. These sessions
should be structured and limited to a suitable duration to ensure maximum active participation; the
venue must be chosen in consultation with the trainees, to ensure access. During these sessions,
challenges faced in dispute resolution, strategies used to resolve particularly complex cases and
lessons learned for future resolution processes should be discussed and documented.



Mediator appointment: The CMBs need to focus more on the composition of the boards, especially
the age and sex. The boards should contain experienced older members as well as relatively younger
members, including an equitable number of women, capacitated to carry out the mediation tasks. It
is also important to continue to encourage and recruit women members to CMBs given the nature of
family disputes brought before CMBs.

The mediator recruitment process must be publicised more widely among the government officials
and suitable community-level volunteers to ensure a better candidate pool to select from. This
publicising could happen via regular meetings for government officials at the DSD and District
Secretariat level, via instant messaging groups for government officials and via CSO level meetings as
well as via the Grama Niladharis. In addition to the standard recruitment process, it is recommended
that an assessment of socio-cultural aptitude levels of new candidates is carried out, through the use
of questionnaires comprising social issues and suitable responses.

While recognising the importance of the nominations in the recruitment processes, the concerns
regarding the ‘elite capture’ in such process remains. Therefore, it will be prudent to revisit the
‘nominations only’ path to become a mediator and follow a more inclusive process where those who
do not have access to nominations can also be included as mediators, if interested.

Conducting a continuous assessment and updating of training requirements of MTOs and mediators
is recommended. For MTOs, new up-to-date knowledge on mediation from different ‘schools of
thought’ should be provided, combined with skills on innovative training methods and tools. For
mediators:

e Short training modules focusing on improving key dimensions of mediation skills, especially on
legal aspects in handling the land disputes, being gender sensitive during the process, mediation
skills, and improved problem-solving skills should be made available. These modules should be
conducted once or twice a year in order to improve knowledge retention and ensure effective
application of knowledge and skills to the mediation process.

e Short training sessions on skills in counselling and training on how to handle tense situations as
well as the resultant stress to the mediator were also requested by mediators and recommended
by other stakeholders, given the nature of work that the mediators have to engage in.

Design and implementation of a comprehensive, centralised, linked Management Information
System

e Introduction or completion of the centralised, uniform database management with periodic
systematic updates

e Strengthening monitoring, mentoring, supervision and advisory efforts across the whole
community mediation mechanism including mediators, chairpersons, MTOs and the Mediation
Board Commission

Ensure and facilitate privacy within the space where CMBs are conducted: The community mediation
board venue must be reconsidered within reasonable parameters ensuring protection of privacy of
the disputants when cases are taken up for discussion, while ensuring ease of access through public
transport.

Increase access to ADR and CMB through mobile service provision to be implemented by MBC and
Ministry of Justice:



Given the access constraints highlighted by respondents, mobile CMBs should be planned and
implemented, in consultation with the relevant government officials at the district and the divisional
secretariat levels as appropriate, by identifying the clear need for such clinics.

Introduction of special mediation boards to handle financial disputes? and on land into those
districts that do not have such boards functioning at the moment. These Special Mediation Boards
will reduce the workload within the CMBs and provide time and space for mediation of disputes other
than those that come under these categories.

2 Established via The Gazette of the Democratic Social Republic of Sri Lanka (21 December 2021). No. 2259-11.
The Mediation (Special Categories of Disputes) Act, No. 21 of 2003. Order under Sections 2, 3 and 8. Accessed
via: Department of Government Printing http://www.documents.gov.lk/en/exgazette.php
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1. INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

Introduction and background to the project/programme

The European Union (EU) has contracted the British Council to deliver the Supporting Effective Dispute
Resolution (SEDR) project, in partnership with The Asia Foundation (TAF), in Sri Lanka over four years
(2020-2024). The project comprises four overarching results areas that seek to enhance the
effectiveness and availability of dispute resolution mechanisms and to foster social cohesion and more
inclusive community-state engagement in Sri Lanka.

The SEDR project is one element of the EU’s wider Strengthening Transformation, Reconciliation, and
Inclusive Democratic Engagement (STRIDE) programme in Sri Lanka, jointly implemented by the British
Council, the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), and The World Bank (WB).

Objectives of SEDR

The overall objective of the SEDR is to strengthen dialogue between the people and the state thereby
contributing to the resolution of critical underlying causes of conflict and prevention of escalation of
local disputes. The specific objective of the SEDR project is to improve dispute resolution services for
both individual and community level grievances.

The SEDR project sets out to achieve the above-mentioned objectives by delivering the following four
overarching result areas:

Result Area 1: Improved functioning of Community Mediation Boards in addressing individual disputes
(family, criminal and relevant property/financial disputes)

Result Area 2: Improved and expanded functioning of Land Special Mediation Boards

Result Area 3: Inclusive local action forums work to address shared problems and improve the
resolution of community level grievances

Result Area 4: Senior stakeholders and officials can evidence the benefits of mediation processes
through cross-agency coordination, enhanced data collection and increased awareness of how and
why mediation is used

Rationale for the study as per RfP

After three decades of civil war, reconciliation across and within communities remains necessary to
rebuild trust and allow for communities to move forward economically, socially and politically. Sri
Lanka has made significant progress towards a range of human development goals but there remain
notable differences in economic and political representation, particularly from women and youth who
constitute the largest segments of the population.

Social divisions remain entrenched in parts of Sri Lankan society, reinforced by low levels of trust
between citizens and the State and local ethnic, religious and social tensions that continue to impact
community relations. Key to the process of strengthening dialogue between people and the state and
between citizens and communities themselves, is the principle of inclusivity — ensuring all voices in a
community, including those who are often excluded, can engage in local decision making and have
their grievances both heard and addressed. Resolution of local-level disputes, quickly and effectively,
is an important element in ensuring social cohesion within a society.
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Historically, as per published literature mediation has played an important role in resolving local level
disputes in Sri Lanka, tracing back to the pre-colonial village councils or Gam Sabhas. The first CMB in
Sri Lanka were established in 1990 in Sri Lanka in by the Act No. 72 of 1988 (as amended) and governed
by an independent Mediation Board Commission, composed of five members appointed by the
president, and administered by the Ministry of Justice (Mol). An interest — based mediation process is
mandated to facilitate voluntary settlements of civil disputes and criminal offences. Appointed by the
Mediation Board Commission, CMBs are composed of a panel of twelve or more mediators pertaining
to the need in the respective circumstance and area. (Moore et al.,20153)

To improve social inclusion and reconciliation efforts in Sri Lanka, there is a need to reach beyond
conventional dispute resolution tools and into the area of community-level disputes and upstream
prevention: addressing and solving local problems or tensions before they escalate require channelling
through a more formalised system.

In recognition of this challenge, a range of committees, starting from the district to the local ward level
have been established across the country. There have also been a variety of community forum projects
undertaken by local and international Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs). To date, however,
the success of such fora has been mixed. Some are operating effectively; others have become dormant
or are perceived to be ineffective. Their composition is also often weighted towards public officials
over community-based actors who can be better placed to inclusively capture the views and concerns
of citizens on the ground, especially of underrepresented groups like women and youth.

However, public awareness of the various ADR and mediation services available in communities varies,
and SEDR will undertake a comprehensive analysis in order to a) identify the preferred pathways
people use to resolve their disputes, b) understand better who is utilising the ADR and mediation
services available and why, c) develop a better understanding of the gaps in awareness about the
available ADR and mediation services, d) design a campaign that fits with the most commonly used
channels of information and, d) align with current supply, to ensure that dispute resolution and
mediation services are not overwhelmed by demand.

As part of this work, the project commissioned the Centre for Poverty Analysis (CEPA) to conduct an
initial assessment of public awareness of various ADR and mediation services, including the mediation
boards (both community mediation boards and special land mediation boards) through a
sample Knowledge, Attitudes, and Practices (KAP) survey. To this end, the survey was conducted in six
(06) representative districts in SEDR’s target provinces (Uva, Northern, and Eastern) as well as in a
control district (Colombo).

In addition to contributing to the project’s foundational evidence base (i.e. the study provides baseline
data), the findings will support building an awareness raising strategy that will articulate key gaps in
understanding the best routes for information flow, key messaging, and a means of verification that
the messaging has been both received and taken on board.

Quantitative and qualitative research findings on how people understand, believe in and engage in
the use of ADR and mediation mechanisms will allow the project to put the needs of the citizens at

3 Moore, C. W. Jayasundere, R and Thirunavukarasu, M. (2011). The Mediation Process, Community Mediation
Programme. Ministry of Justice.
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the centre of programming decisions and to implement a public awareness raising strategy in the
target districts. The research report is produced with both quantitative and qualitative findings that
provide nuanced insights into the public’s understanding of, belief systems around, and use of dispute
resolution and mediation services in SEDR’s target areas.

Structure of the report

This report is structured into seven (7) main components. The executive summary provides the key
points of the report by highlighting the main results and findings from both quantitative and
qgualitative components of the study and emerging conclusions and recommendations. In the
Introduction section we set out the background and rationale to the KAP survey by briefly discussing
the importance of the study and its relevance to the overall SEDR project. The subsequent section
draws from literature, the key conceptual dimensions of ADR related to the SEDR project. In it, we
draw from existing literature on Sri Lanka. The methodology section that follows discusses the
methodological approaches to the research topic, key research questions, quantitative and qualitative
research methods, sampling methods and sample. This section provides the foundation for the study.
In section 5, we discuss the main findings of the study under the main headings of knowledge, attitude
and practices. In each of these sub-sections, we provide the main findings from the quantitative
survey, supported by the qualitative evidence. Furthermore, section 5 also discusses the findings
related to skills and competencies of the mediators and the nature of support required to enhance
the process and outcome of the Community Mediation Boards (CMB). Further, another key dimension
that is relevant for the SEDR project - the information sources on ADR mechanisms - is also analysed
in detail in section 5. Thereafter, based on the earlier sections and the main findings, the report draws
the conclusions of the study in section 6. The final section - Recommendations - draw the key
recommendations related to the SEDR project as well as broader policy recommendations in
strengthening and supporting effective dispute resolution.
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2. LITERATURE AND DESK REVIEW

Community-based dispute resolution in Sri Lanka has a long history, often traced back in popular
history to pre-colonial village councils or Gam Sabhas. These are believed to be the precursor to the
CMBs in operation at present. These councils continued to operate and at times went defunct during
the colonial period but the eventual enactment of the Mediation Boards Act of 1988 paved the way
for community mediation in its current form in Sri Lanka (CEPA, 2016%). By now, the need for resolving
disputes at the local level through ADR mechanisms in order to facilitate social cohesion at different
levels is well recognised as a need both by policymakers and citizens. As such, apart from formal justice
mechanisms, such as the judiciary and the police, Grama Niladharis (GN), “Peace Committees’,
religious and community leaders as well as Civil Protection Committees (CPCs) facilitate dispute
resolution. These mechanisms demonstrate mixed success rates and varying outcomes.

ADR refers to all procedures available for resolving disputes other than adjudication or litigation.
Among the many ADR processes prevalent in Sri Lanka are Arbitration, Mediation, Conciliation and
Negotiation. Whilst adjudication/litigation is fundamentally adversarial in nature, alternatives are
more concerned with a process of settlement. It is this characteristic that distinguishes it as a more
palatable procedure; it is also this characteristic that serves as the foundation for its fiercest criticism.
In the end, it is the degree of 'user satisfaction' that determines the approval of a process as a
successful one, not any scholarly understanding of what should be sought and attained by individuals
who utilise justice administration systems (Amerasinghe, 2021°). This study attempts to understand
this degree of ‘user satisfaction’ quantitatively and qualitatively, through people’s knowledge,
attitudes and practices.

A study on case findings shows that the vast majority of disputes to be mediated is related to assault
and land (Siriwardhane, 2011). The study also purports that mediation in the North and East reduces
the number of cases being filed in the courts, relieving case backlogs, improving social harmony and
local dynamics by introducing a method of problem solving that seeks out mutually agreeable
solutions focused more on restitution than punishment. (Siriwardhana, 2011°).

A study conducted in 2011 in the districts of Mannar, Kilinochchi, and Mullaitivu by CEPA suggests that
mosque and temple committees could and should be used as a first attempt to resolve these disputes
in the locality. It was further recommended that these choices to allow a temple/mosque committee
to mediate should be recognised and documented inside formal institutional frameworks. But as CEPA
points out, the key participants in these processes should have a grasp of fundamental land laws and
regulations, their ramifications and procedures for resolving disputes through awareness
development. The conciliation/mediation boards might be formed using the same core personnel in
the temple/mosque committees (CEPA, unpublished, 20117).

4 Munas, M. and G. Lokuge. (2016). Community mediation: a just alternative? Expectations and experiences of
Community Mediation Boards in the Northern Province. Centre for Poverty Analysis, Colombo

> Amarasinghe, F. (2021). CCC/ICLP Alternative Dispute Settlement Centre launches rules for arbitration and
mediation. Daily FT. Published on the 27" April 2021.

® Siriwardhana, C. (2011). Evaluation of the community Mediation Boards Program in Sri Lanka. Ministry of
Justice. Retrieved from
http://mediation.gov.lk/static/media/publications/en/Evaluation_Community _Mediation.pdf

7 CEPA (2011). Land and vulnerable groups in the Northern Province. (Unpublished report)
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Community Mediation Boards have gained prominence in Sri Lanka as a popular form of ADR in settling
minor disputes. A CEPA (20168) study finds that certain characteristics of CMBs - especially their
proximity, accessibility, ease of navigation including use of the local language, lower costs and higher
predictability, participatory and dialogic process—attract disputants to seek to resolve their disputes
through them rather than the formal justice systems. On the other hand, CMBs can also reflect many
of the problems faced by the formal justice system including elite capture, biases of mediators, risk of
being pressured into settlements, delays in resolving certain kinds of disputes, especially land related,
which undermine the very ethos of interest-based mediation. As a result, in general, knowledge,
attitudes and practice on the use of ADR mechanisms, especially CMBs, and therefore their
effectiveness, remains somewhat questionable.

Meanwhile, in war-affected Northern and Eastern provinces, land issues remain a challenge for
resettlement and recovery. The key issues in this regard are a lack of documentation,
demarcation/identification of boundaries and the lack of capacity of state structures (CEPA,
unpublished, 2011°%). With the identification of a number of land disputes, complex in nature, in the
Northern and Eastern province, through a rapid assessment undertaken by TAF at the request of the
Ministry of Justice (Selvakkumaran et al, 2014%°), recommendations were outlined to set up Special
Boards to mediate land related disputes. As a result, the MoJ, in collaboration with the Ministry of
Land, under the guidance of the Mediation Boards Commission established Special Mediation Boards
(Land®?) using the provisions of the Mediation (Special Categories of Disputes) Act No 21 of 2003. The
state established special land mediation boards starting in 2017 in Jaffna, Kilinochchi, Batticaloa,
Trincomalee and Anuradhapura, to fast-track some land issues that can be resolved at local level and
to contribute to social cohesion and reconciliation.

An assessment on Special Land Mediation Boards (SLMBs) carried out by CEPA, commissioned by TAF
in October 2021-March 2022 (unpublished report, 2022%?) finds that resolving minor land related
disputes contribute towards ensuring social cohesion in society. Further, SLMBs contribute towards
reducing the caseloads and therefore the pressure on the formal systems. The increasing number of
cases being received by each SLMB in the study districts (Trincomalee, Vavuniya, Mannar and Jaffna),
although with some dips during the COVID-19 pandemic, indicate the requirement that is fulfilled by
the SLMBs. The respondents of the qualitative study appreciated the importance given by the SLMBs
to the process of (interest-based) mediation, such as providing them space to talk, especially in local
languages that they are comfortable with, active listening and the financial and time savings offered
by SLMBs as opposed to the formal mechanisms. The assessment recommends a better gender
balance of the board across the SLMBs, especially in Jaffna, follow-up and refresher training to the
mediators especially on land laws to better understand cases and documents, making a dedicated

8 Munas, M. and G. Lokuge. (2016). Community mediation: a just alternative? Expectations and experiences of
Community Mediation Boards in the Northern Province. Centre for Poverty Analysis, Colombo

9 CEPA (2011). Land and vulnerable groups in the Northern Province. (Unpublished report)

10 selvakkumaran, N., Thirunavuka M. & Ramani Jayasundere. (2014). A Rapid Assessment of Community Level
Land Disputes in the Northern & Eastern Provinces of Sri Lanka — Background Information and Guidelines to
Establish Special Mediation Boards. Ministry of Justice- The Asia Foundation.

11 Referred to as Special Land Mediation Boards (SLMBs) in this report.
12 The Asia Foundation (2022). A Study on Effectiveness of Selected Special Land Mediation Boards in the
Eastern and Northern Provinces. (Unpublished report)
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space available for SLMBs within the existing infrastructure in order to ensure privacy of the mediation
process, creation and maintenance of a more effective information management system including
better monitoring mechanisms and support to women mediators to balance their paid work, SLMB
related work and unpaid household work.

While only a limited number of studies have used primary data to examine the applicability of ADR in
Sri Lanka, these studies provide a sound basis to inform this study. The last publicly available study on
CMBs in Sri Lanka that used a mixed methods approach was an evaluation on CMBs in Sri Lanka
conducted in 2011, using multiple data sources, including a poll targeting 1097 respondents covering
18 CMBs. More than 10 years since then, the current study commissioned by SEDR, using a combined
guantitative and qualitative methods within the knowledge, attitudes and practices frame to inform
the SEDR project activities, is therefore timely.

16



3. METHODOLOGY AND TOOLS

Knowledge, Attitudes and Practices as a method and tool

Knowledge, Attitudes and Practices (KAP)

The knowledge aspect of a KAP survey captures the understandings, ways of perceiving or imaginings
of certain phenomena. Attitudes are defined as the variable between the situation and the response
to the situation or a ‘ways of being’. Attitudes are not directly observable whereas practices are more
concrete, observable actions in response to a stimuli (Gumucio et al, 20113).

Within this frame, the main research questions proposed to be examined through the mixed methods
approach for this study are given below. The questions are based on result areas of the SEDR project
and the study objectives outlined in the Request for Proposals.

e What is the nature and incidence of community level disputes? What disputes are resolved
and what disputes remain unresolved in general?

e What are the different Alternative Dispute Resolution mechanisms in use in Sri Lanka? Who
uses them and why?

e What are people’s levels of awareness of Alternative Dispute Resolution in Sri Lanka? What
are the ways in which awareness can be effectively enhanced to improve the outcome of ADRs
and CMBs?

e For which types of disputes (including land related disputes) would people use Alternative
Dispute Resolution? Why? How many?

e How are Alternative Dispute Resolutions operated/conducted? How effective are the ADRs in
resolving/settling these disputes? How long do ADRs take to settle a dispute?

e What are the existing skills and capacities of those who engage in Alternative Dispute
Resolution processes? What needs to be developed and strengthened?

e What changes should be made to the existing Alternative Dispute Resolution? How can they
be more effective in ensuring cohesion within the communities they operate?

e What are the main media sources used by the respondents and what sources would be trusted
on information related to government services and ADR?

On the basis of these research questions, the analytical framework was proposed for data collection
which consists of a mixed-methods approach.

a. Quantitative method
i. Household KAP survey sampling
ii. Household KAP survey implementation

Quantitative Survey

The Knowledge, Attitudes and Practices (KAP) survey method was used to find out what is known
(knowledge), believed (attitude), and done (practiced) in relation to dispute resolution amongst the
survey population. The questions on knowledge pertained to ADR mechanisms in the locality and
specific questions on the process followed at a CMB. The attitude questions related to the

13 Document drafted by Sybille Gumucio, with the contribution of Melody Merica, Niklas Luhmann, Guillaume
Fauvel, Simona Zompi, Axelle Ronsse, Amélie Courcaud, Magali Bouchon, Coralie Trehin, Sophies Chapman,
Olivier Cheminat, Helena Ranchal, Sandrine Simon. Médecins du monde, January 2011.
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https://issuu.com/medecinsdumonde/docs/mdm_guide_kap_survey_2011/38

respondents’ opinion on who handles dispute resolution well and the reasons for their opinion. The
practice questions pertained to if they had been in a dispute and the experience related to its
resolution.

Questionnaire

The questionnaire (see annex 1) was constructed to include both open and close ended questions,
which complemented the qualitative data collection. Once the questionnaire was approved at the
inception stage, it was translated to the local languages of Sinhalese and Tamil, digitised and
programmed into Harvest Your Data and shared with the enumerators. In addition to the virtual
training conducted for the enumerators, a face-to-face (field) training session was conducted with all
the teams prior to starting data collection. Due to the interruptions caused to the data collection plan
as a result of COVID-19 travel restrictions, the CEPA team held multiple training sessions - both virtual
and in-person - with the enumerators.

Sample
The quantitative household survey was carried out in the six districts targeted by the Project (

Table 1) as per the Request for Proposals (RfP) provided by SEDR dated 20%" January 2020. At least two
Divisional Secretariat Divisions (DSDs) were chosen purposively for the survey in each of the six
districts. Within each DSD, at least two Grama Niladhari Divisions (GND) were chosen purposively. The
choice of the Divisional Secretariats and the GNDs were guided by the ability to reach the intended
number of samples for the district as in the RfP and also for the surveyed households’ ethnic
proportion to match the district’s ethnic proportion. The RfP required CEPA to survey 1,550
households, including a small 50-household survey in the Western province to contrast and compare
the KAP on dispute resolution with an urbanised area. CEPA surveyed a total of 1,712 households and
the additional households were surveyed to ensure that in case of incomplete interviews, the
minimum number of households specified in the RfP was achieved.

Amongst the districts in which the survey was carried out, Badulla and Monaragala have a
predominantly Sinhala population. Vavuniya and Mannar have predominately Tamil populations,
whilst Trincomalee has equal percentage of Tamil, Sinhala and Muslim population and Ampara
predominantly Muslim and Sinhala populations. As the ethnic proportion of households to be
surveyed were on the basis of the district’s ethnic proportion, there is an oversampling of Tamil®,
Muslim® and Indian Tamil*® respondents in the sample and under-sampling of Sinhala'’ respondents,
in comparison to the national statistics. An added consequence of this is that the majority (59%) of
the respondents reported that their primary language was Tamil.

As the surveys were conducted during daytime and men in rural are more likely to be away from home
for agriculture and other work, most respondents (64%) were females, especially in areas such as
Ampara, Monaragala, Vavuniya and Trincomalee. This issue was highlighted in the Inception Report
as an aspect that is difficult to overcome. In other demographic characteristics, 35 per cent of the
respondents had schooling up to the Ordinary Level, making up the majority in reflecting highest

1431% in the survey sample vs national population 11.2% as per the 2011 Census by the Department of Census
and Statistics

1523% in the survey sample vs national population 9.3% as per the 2011 Census by the Department of Census
and Statistics

16 6% in the survey sample vs national population 4.1% as per the 2011 Census by the Department of Census
and Statistics

17.40% in the survey sample vs national population 74.9% as per the 2011 Census by the Department of Census
and Statistics
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educational attainment. A majority of respondents were engaged in an economic activity (47 per cent)
and 29 per cent of respondents were engaged in household activities. A majority of the respondents
were in the age group of 25-49 years (57%). A detailed breakdown is given as Annex 5.

As noted, the ethnic sample for this survey is not representative of the national level ethnic population
nor is the sex proportion. Taking into consideration these two main parameters, the survey sample is
not nationally representative. However, when considering the overall results across the surveyed
locations, there is clear knowledge gap in relation to the process adopted at CMBs. Thus, the survey
results do lend to developing awareness programmes on the process at CMB that are nationally
applicable and useful.

Table 1: Table: Sample breakdown by District, DS Division and GN Division

District DS Division GN Division Frequency
Ampara Navithanweli Central Camp 2 60
Central Camp 3 59
Irakkamam/ Irakkamam 2 51
Eragama Irakkamam 7 33
Uhana Uhana 116
Werankatagoda 135
Mannar Madhu Irani lluppaikulam 36
Poomalarnthan 22
Musali Chilawathurai 43
Kondachchi 63
SP Potkerney 16
Trincomalee Kutchchaweli Veloor 75
Valaiyootru 67
Thambalagamuwa = Puthukkudiyiruppu 22
Mullippoththanai 88
Vavuniya Vavuniya Thonikal 104
Maharambaikulum 108
Vengala Andiyapuliyankulam 46
Chettikkulam Muthaliyarkulum 20
Monaragala Monaragala Monaragala 50
Hidikiula 53
Badalkumbura Badalkumbura 70
Alupotha 12
Badulla Soranathota Kandegedara 39
Rideepana 55
Passara Passara Town South 30
Meeriyabadda 163
Meedumpitiya 20
Colombo Thimbirigasyaya Dematagoda 56
Total 1712
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Data Collection

The data collection faced significant delays due to the COVID-19 related travel restrictions. The first
round of quantitative data collection took place in March and April 2021; the rest of the data collection
was put on hold, in consultation with the SEDR team in the last week of April 2021, due to increasing
health risks of COVID-19 not only for the research team but the respondents as well. As a result, the
remaining data collection was delayed by five-six months. The situation was monitored closely by the
CEPA team and upon close consultation with the SEDR team and clearance from the Senior
Management of the British Council, data collection was resumed on the 30" of October 2021.

However, COVID-19 and weather-related concerns persisted during the survey. Survey teams felt
concerned about COVID-19 in GNDs such as Valautu in Trincomalee, Werankatagoda, Uhana and
Badalkumbura. In some of these locations, teams were informed by the local coordinator or other
respondents to avoid going to certain roads or smaller areas. In these instances, the area was marked
as a cluster area and skipped. Data collection in Passara and Meeriyabadda were severely affected by
landslides, flooding and heavy rain, which had caused at least one death in the community while the
survey was on-going.

The CEPA survey team liaised with the relevant Grama Niladhari, through the relevant District
Secretariat and the Divisional Secretariat to carry out the survey. While this is standard practice for
CEPA field data collection, the added complexity of COVID-19 related travel and work restrictions,
especially in relation to externals being present in a community such as a survey team, further
necessitated this close interaction and approach. The Grama Niladhari of each location subsequently
recommended and introduced field coordinators from the locality to locate areas with a sufficient
number of households to survey, and to coordinate and support the survey, based on the survey plan.
In one location, despite the presence of the local field coordinator, the survey team was aggressively
guestioned and forced to leave the neighbourhood.

The enumerators conducted data collection via a tablet. Due to technical issues, phones were used
instead of tablets for data collection by four enumerators. In phones, the concern was that since the
last options may not always be visible, these would not be selected by the enumerators. Thus, a few
questions which had longer choice lists (e.g. A17 - Highest Educational Attainment'®, B14 - how long
it takes to resolve anissue, Cla - Who in your opinion manages dispute resolution well and C12— where
the respondent is likely to spend more money to resolve a personal issue) were checked to assess
whether the latter choices were made by the enumerators. Such choices have been made by the
enumerators and hence the data collected through the phones was used in the analysis.

Selection of households for the survey

Selection of the Starting Point

e In the rural areas, as ethnic groups/households/families are clustered, surveys were carried
out in separate areas, to ensure the survey plan’s ethnic representation is captured. Thus, the
starting point was a random household where the relevant ethnic cluster was located.

18 The ttest on A17 found that the means were not equal. However, the mean of the data collected using phones
was higher than that of tabs, indicating that more latter choices have been made when data was collected using
phones. B14, the ttest null hypothesis of no difference between tab and phone holds. Cla and C12 are string
variables and hence the ttest was not done.
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e Additional factors that mediated in deciding on the location for the survey included
availability/sparce households, efficiently being able to access the relevant number of
households to survey, accessibility by foot or vehicle and also enumerator safety.

Selection of Households

e The respective research teams followed the rule of every third household if houses are far
apart and every fifth household if houses are situated close together (e.g., Colombo).

e In Meeriyabadda GND, every second household was interviewed in order to achieve the HH
sample. The Dambewala GND, which is part of the Meeriyabadda GND as per the electoral
list, was included in the Meeriyabadda GND sample as the survey team could not meet the
sufficient number of household sample from the selected and back-up GNDs for Passara.
Testing for comparability (ttest) was done on the respondent characteristics of sex (A11), age
distribution (A12) and educational attainment (A17); and responses to questions on whether
the respondent has heard of CMBs (B9) and how long it takes to resolve a case at a CMB (b14)
between households surveyed using 3/5-skip and 2-skip. The ttest indicated that the null
hypothesis of no difference between the two means hold. Hence 2-skip data was used for the
analysis.

e |n certain instances, such as in Passara Town South, the population data provided and the
actual data on the ground, as pointed out by the Grama Niladhari, did not match.
Furthermore, even in the instances where the numbers are accurate, some houses were
abandoned, leading to a lesser number of households in reality.

e In certain instances, in areas such as Mannar, some families were found to alternate between
Mannar and Puttalam and were residing in the target location for short periods. These families
were interviewed. Similar patterns of movement were observed in agricultural areas such as
Ampara as well.

o There were other reasons for skipping households. These included:

o Respondents refusing to speak

o Abandoned houses

o Localities celebrating festivals such as Deepavali and religious events such as Temple
Katina and not wanting to participate in the survey

o Over-age or underage respondents

o COVID-19 concerns — houses/clusters of houses/neighbourhoods being placed in
quarantine

o Uncontrollable and aggressive pets, mostly dogs, where even the owner was unable
to manage the situation in certain locations

o Houses being too far apart or inaccessible (non-motorable and on foot). As indicated
previously, places like Passara and Meeriyabadda was especially difficult because of
landslides, flooding and heavy rain.

o Households that were identified as engaged inillegal activities by the Grama Niladhari
and the local coordinators in the Colombo survey locations. These were deemed to
be unsafe for the enumerators and the survey team to engage with.

Applying the Right Hand Rule

In general, the right-hand rule was applied. However, we had to make some exceptions in certain
locations as we encountered several difficulties in applying the technique. In Trincomalee, the right-
hand rule could not be followed in certain GNs in the Kuchchaveli DSD, as one side of the road
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belonged to one GN division and the other side to another GN that was not part of the survey plan.
The team also had to survey households on the left-hand side of the street due to uncertainty in
relation to the target GND border and the adequacy of the number of households to be surveyed in
Passara and Rideepana in addition to Trincomalee.

Ensuring Quality of Data

As specified in the Inception Report, spot checks were carried out on the first day of a survey at each
location. We also did not include the first two surveys carried out by each of the enumerators into the
analysis. The field staff also checked on each enumerator’s progress selectively. In addition to this,
CEPA staff members would also informally ask the local coordinator or Grama Niladhari about issues
in the locality, as a form of cross-checking the responses.

The tool used for the survey is an offline tool. Thus, it was not possible to check them once the data
was uploaded to the data server. Daily checks were conducted at the end of the day for any
enumerator error and data quality. Any comments and clarifications were made with the enumerator
the next day before work started. In instances where the GPS was not detected due to internet
coverage issues, the addresses were clearly noted.

Ensuring Safety of Data Collection

The survey team was led in all instances by a CEPA staff member. CEPA staff accompanied
enumerators to each household, introduced the survey and the enumerator and left, thus ensuring
the verification of entry, introduction and a relatively uninterrupted survey. The survey teams adhered
to the COVID-19 health guidelines provided by the government and set out by CEPA at all times during
the data collection.

Qualitative component

In addition to the quantitative household survey, the study is complemented by a qualitative
component. The qualitative component is expected to provide in-depth information regarding
people’s Knowledge, Attitudes and Practices towards the ADR mechanisms available within the study
communities. The qualitative component comprised Key Informant Interviews (Klls) and Focus Group
Discussions (FGDs). See annex 2 for qualitative question guides.

Key Informant Interviews helped capture diverse viewpoints of a range of stakeholders including Civil
Society Organisation (CSO) leaders, elected local officials, appointed officers, MTOs and community
mediators. Four Klls with key stakeholders per sample district (with the exception of Western
province) were conducted, totaling 29KIls were completed.

Focus Group Discussions: The purpose of the FGDs is to gain an in-depth understanding of the general
awareness and knowledge of people on ADR types among a purposively selected group of individuals.
As stipulated in the Request for Proposal (RfP) document, three FGDs were conducted in each study
district with the following groups.

a. FGD1: CSO representatives: This included the representatives of CSOs who are
actively engaged in dispute resolution at each district/Divisional secretariat level.

They included prominent CSOs, local peace committees, inter-religious committees,
Rural Development Societies (RDS), Women’s Rural Development Societies (WRDS),
Farmer Organisations (FO), Rural Fisheries Development Societies, Fisheries
Cooperative Societies, SANASA/Thrift and Credit Cooperative Societies and small self-
help groups.
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b. FGD2: Mediation Board Officials: This group consisted of mediators and chairpersons
at Community Mediation Boards and Land Special Mediation Board and the people
who provide support services, such as mediation trainers.

c. FGD3: Youth and Women: This mixed FGD included young men and women and
representatives from youth organisations including Youth Club members of National
Youth Services Council (NYSC), women’s organisations such as WRDS, Women’s
Action Societies and Women’s Thrift and Credit Associations and Cooperative
Societies.

In order to capture the views and perspectives of different ethnic and language groups in the selected
DSDs, we proposed a set of additional FGDs - approximately five (05), 1 in each district except Mannar.
Therefore, the total number of FGDs conducted was 25.

In order to ensure the management of quality of the qualitative data, all the FGDs and KlIs were
conducted by proposed CEPA staff members, in the relevant local language. Two dedicated note takers
were assigned to each FGD to minimise data loss. Translated and typed notes were thereafter checked
by the relevant staff for any data gaps and coded using Nvivo- a computer assisted software for
qualitative data analysis. The analysis was performed by at least two researchers at CEPA, in order to
ensure the internal validity of the findings.

Selection of DS Divisions for Qualitative Methods

For the qualitative component of the study, one ethnically mixed DSD per district was selected and
the proposed 3 FGDs and 4 Klls were conducted in this one selected DSD. This selection enabled an
in-depth perspective of people’s knowledge, attitudes and practices linked to ADRs and Community
Mediation Boards, focusing on one location. This selection also enabled an internal validation of
qualitative data, through multiple tools and multiple groups of respondents, strengthening the
gualitative data analysis and findings.

The breakdown of interviews and other pertinent details for each location are provided in Table 2. The
DSDs from each district were picked based on their diversity in terms of ethnicity, language and
religion. Mannar district is an exception with two DS divisions being included to capture ethno-
religious diversity, given that as per data available to us, none of the DS divisions that the SEDR project
is planned to be implemented in Mannar, consists of significant numbers of all three ethnic groups.
Therefore, from among the DSDs that the project is planned to be implemented in Mannar, we have
selected two DS divisions to capture all three ethnic groups.
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Table 2: FGD sample by DSDs, categories, language and ethnicity

District Divisional Language used in FGDs and ethnicity of the participants
Secretariat Ccso CMB Officials Youth and women
Division representatives

languag Ethnicit Languag Ethnicit Languag Ethnicit

e y e y e y
Ampara Irakkaamam/ Tamil Tamil Tamil Mixed Sinhala Sinhala
Eragama . .
Tamil Tamil
Trincomalee Thambalagamuw Tamil Muslim | Tamil Mixed Sinhala Sinhala
a Tamil Mixed
Mannar Madu and Tamil Muslim = Tamil Tamil Tamil Tamil
Musali Tamil Muslim
Vavuniya Vavuniya Sinhala | Sinhala = Tamil Mixed Sinhala Sinhala
Tamil Tamil
Badulla Soranathota Sinhala | Sinhala @ Sinhala Sinhala  Tamil Tamil
Tamil Tamil
Monaragala Badalkumbura Sinhala | Sinhala | Sinhala Sinhala ' Sinhala Sinhala
Tamil Tamil

Selection of Respondents for Qualitative Study

Different respondents from each category of respondents mentioned above from each DSD
took part in FGDs and Klls

Emphasis was given to capture balanced perspectives from participants with different ethnic,
religious, linguistic and sex-based characteristics.

Through an initial KIl at the divisional level (Divisional Secretary and /or designated officers at
the Divisional Secretariat), we identified the Key Informants and the members for the FGDs
such as CSO leaders, elected officials and appointed officials. Further, members for the youth
FGD were identified and selected through KlIs with the CSO leaders and community leaders.
The participants for the FGD with the mediators were identified with the help of Mediation
Training Officers (MTOs).

A potential gap in the research design of the qualitative component is the non-inclusion of a
purposive sample of disputants who have accessed ADR and CMB, for in-depth interviews or
case studies. This inclusion would have added more depth to the discussions on practices
especially, and better captured disputants’ direct experiences with the ADR mechanism with
more nuance.

Analysis
The qualitative data collected was categorised and labelled using the Nvivo qualitative analysis

software. Considering the focus of the study, the data was then classified into main areas such as
dispute resolution mechanisms, ADR mechanisms, Community Mediation Boards, skills and capacities

of the mediators and unresolved disputes. Each of the categories were sub-classified as the analysis
progressed.
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4. FINDINGS

This section presents the main findings emerging from the quantitative household survey, structured
along the three main topics of knowledge, attitudes and practices, supported by qualitative data
analysis and findings, collected through the KPIs and FGDs. Findings are disaggregated by sex,
ethnicity, district and age, as appropriate. Visual illustrations such as graphs are used to highlight the
general trends, in relation to the questions being studied, and percentages, narratives and direct
quotes are provided both from the quantitative survey and the qualitative components, to support
and complement the general trends.

4.1 Knowledge

The KAP study sought to understand the knowledge of respondents on the number and nature of
disputes, those that get reported, get resolved, remain unresolved, the resolution process of disputes,
ADR mechanisms in use in Sri Lanka, who uses them, for what they are used, the reasons for using
them, the operational steps of ADR including CMB and how long ADR and CMB take to resolve a
dispute.

What is a dispute: qualitatively, the most common response to ‘what is dispute?’ reiterated the
terms ‘disagreement’ or ‘misunderstanding’ on varying matters whether it be between one party or
many. The qualitative component explored people’s understanding of ‘dispute’ (‘aaravula’ in Sinhala
and ‘pinakku’ in Tamil were used during discussions). Compared to the Klls, the FGDs with women,
youth and civil society representatives clearly showed that people tend to often associate the term
dispute with family related disputes, caused by poverty or lack of gainful employment. Further,
substance abuse or ‘drugs’ was mentioned often, directing the discussion towards the root causes of
different types of disputes that were being discussed as the second quotation from an FGD below
illustrates. Although not explicitly mentioned, the disputes stated in the quantitative survey would
stem from substance abuse as well.

“Disagreement between two parties or inability to accept another person’s opinion could lead
to disputes.” (Focus Group Discussion, Women and youth, Badulla, Sinhala)

“Depending on the situation there can be disagreements among people. For example, drug
related problems that affect the family and children. Then there are issues between children
who use drugs and the children who do not as well.” (Focus Group Discussion, Women and
youth, Vavuniya, Tamil)

Substance abuse was seen as a root cause for inter-personal and inter-family disputes in the
qualitative component: in almost all the community level FGDs from all six districts, substance abuse
was commonly mentioned, highlighting how addiction results in disputes, social tensions and the
break-down of the social fabric of their respective communities (refer the case presented in box 1).
While CMBs do provide space for discussing these issues in-depth, and therefore has the potential for
sustainable resolution outcomes and meaningful resolution processes, the communities and the
mediators acknowledged that addressing and mitigating some of the root causes such as substance
abuse related crimes, were beyond their mandate. However, the need for a comprehensive,
corruption-free, systematic approach to addressing issues related to substance abuse was reiterated
in all the community level FGDs that were conducted as part of this study.
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Box 1: A case of substance abuse leading to disputes

They [a few families within the village] bring in the drugs and give it to [the] boys here to sell and
bring the profit back. There are always disputes because there’s always money missing. When
this happens, they resort to robbing houses. We cannot even leave the house for a short while
for a funeral [as] they will come and steal our TVs and turn the house upside down. When bombs
used to drop during the war, we did not have to be afraid to leave our houses when we used to
run to take shelter for a few days elsewhere. When we came back everything was as it was. It is
scarier to leave the house now. At least half of [the name of the village] abuses drugs and this
ends up with disputes between the husband and wife because sometimes they do not have
enough money to even feed their children.

4.1.1 Types and number of disputes reported and the nature of disputes

The types and number of disputes that occur in respondent’s community, and the nature of
disputes: As per the household survey, the types of disputes in the respondents’ community include
disputes with neighbours, land related issues, criminal activities, domestic violence and loan related
issues (Figure 1). The qualitative discussions confirm the trends identified below that the most
frequent types of disputes were inter-personal in nature. Community level disputes were seen to be
rare: clashes between two youth groups during a sporting event, tensions or disputes over
irregularities in irrigation water supply or drinking water supply schemes were some of the main types
of community level disputes reported.

Figure 1: Disputes in the respondent’s community during the past 12 months

Instances conflict is mentioned
100 150 200 250 300 350 400 450

o
(]
o

Disputes with the neighbours

Land use/ land ownership

Criminal activity

Domestic violence/ conflict

Issues of who access govt. prgms
Youth clashes

Issues/ conflicts related to loans

Gang violence

Abuse of / damaging natural resources
Violation of social norms

Elections Related

Issues Within Societies

Issues of who Access Donor Programmes
Ethnic Issues

Religious Issues

Displacement (Involuntary)

Source: KAP survey

Note: (i) The graph displays disputes that have been mentioned more than 40 times by the respondents

(ii) As mentioned in the method section, data was collected in two distinct phases. Thus 12 months would relate to a year’s
period prior to the interview. COVID-19 closure may have a bearing on the disputes reported to this survey.

(iii) A detailed tabulation of the disputes, their occurrences, disputes reported, resolved and those engaged in resolving them
is presented in Annex 3.
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Actors in dispute resolution: respondents in the quantitative survey indicated multiple actors and
institutions to be engaged in resolving different types of disputes in their community. Police feature
prominently in relation to criminal activities and community-level disputes such as youth clashes, but
as the tabulation (table 2) shows, it is likely that the affected will approach a multiple number of actors
to resolve the issue facing them. A detailed tabulation of the disputes and those engaged in resolving
them is presented in Annex 3. Reasons for approaching the different types of mechanisms and
individuals, are discussed in the section on practices (section 6.3), based on experiences or practices
of those who have actively sought dispute resolution.

Table 2 Main ADR mechanisms respondents have knowledge about

i -
" 3 P

Total ] s < 2

Instances . E 5 é % w

conflictis L g% & @ t ® kS

Dispute/ Issue stated & 8 g & g S E =
Disputes with neighbours 403 300] L1470 77| 57(! 46| | 38| 27
Land use/ Land ownership 389 204 192k | 99 34| | 43| 16|l 23
Criminal activity 311 251 | 115| | 61| 27| | 46 3 13
Domestic violence 1920 | 138]] 50| | 37| 22|l 23| 9l 15
Issues of who access government programme 155 :| 36 ;J 76 16 4 7 5
Youth clashes 130 |  93(] 34 17| 9 9 2 14
Issues related to loans 127 j 84 : 35 12 ] 23 9 5
Gang violence 79| 56| 23 12| 7| 13 3
Abuse of/damaging of natural resources 62 24 ] 38 3 2 6 1 9
Violation of social norms 45 25(] 19 4 2 3 2 3
Elections related 19 12 6 3 2 2 2 1

Issues within societies 16 9 6 2 2 1 2
Issues of who access donor programmes 14 8 6 1
Ethnic issues 12 7 5 1 1

Religious issues 10 6 3 4 1 1 | 2
Displacement (Involuntary) 5 4 2 \ 1

Source: KAP Survey
Note: A detailed tabulation of the disputes and those engaged in resolving them is presented in Annex 3.

The quantitative survey responses indicate that disputes related to issues with neighbours, land,
criminal activity, domestic violence, gang violence and youth clashes in general are reported to the
police foremost, but also to government officials, for resolution. Their knowledge on whether such
disputes get resolved or remain unresolved is mixed. The numbers reported in table 3 below, on
whether a dispute occurs, gets reported, and gets resolved or not, should be understood with the
caveat that the respondent is reporting on what the person has heard of and not necessarily their own
experiences; nor do these represent official statistics. As per the survey, disputes that remain
unresolved include damaging natural resources, who access government and donor programmes,
religion s related issues and involuntary displacement. These disputes in general, are beyond the
mandate of ADR mechanisms and the CMB and therefore, are dealt with either by the relevant
government official/department or the formal processes.
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Table 3: Disputes and the average (median) number of reported occurrences (per reporting person)
and resolution of disputes

Total Average (Median)
instances New
dispute disputes
are Dispute | Dispute | Dispute during
Dispute/ Issue stated | occurred | reported | resolved | Unresolved year

Disputes with the
neighbours 403 5 2 1 1 2
Land use/ land
ownership 389 3 2 1 1 1
Criminal activity 311 5 4 2 2 2
Domestic violence 192 5 1 1
Issues of who accesses
government
programmes 155 5 1 0 2 1
Youth clashes 130 4 2 1 0 1
Disputes related to loans 127 3 2 1 2 1
Gang violence 79 4 3 2 1 1
Abuse of/damaging of
natural resources 62 1 1 0 1 1
Violation of social norms 45 5 2 0 2 0
Elections related 19 3 2 2 2
Issues within societies 16 4 1 1 0 0
Issues of who accesses
donor programmes 14 3 1 0 3 1
Ethnic issues 12 3 2 1 2
Religious issues 10 2 2 0 2 0
Displacement
(involuntary) 5 5 5 1 4 2

Source: KAP Survey

Note: (i) A detailed tabulation of the disputes, their occurrences, disputes reported, resolved is presented in Annex 3. Due
to averaging, rounding and missing values (e.g., for disputes occurred are reported but the respondent is unsure of whether
it is resolved or not (as it may concern other individuals) the totals are unlikely to add-up. (iii) To average, Median is being
used, instead of the mean to limit the effect of extreme high value reporting (1000s of cases)

4.1.2 Unresolved disputes and their impacts

In general, the escalation of disputes, whether they were inter-personal or communal, were seen
to cause economic, social and psychological stresses at different levels of social strata. At a family
level, if disputes among the family members go unresolved over a period of time, its effect on children
and women especially were seen to be damaging and far-reaching. These continued and frequent
tensions and family level violence was seen to impact children’s education and their socialisation
process in general, leading to a next generation of violent behaviour. For women, unresolved root
causes of disputes were seen to create extra burdens, as the following quotation illustrates. A loss of
trust and credibility of the dispute resolution mechanisms in general, be it formal or alternative, was
also seen to be resulting from unresolved disputes, which then would shape future choices of
approaching mechanisms for resolving disputes.
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It is like this. So when you take drug addiction, the husband or son cannot even do a job
properly and the burden shifts to the females in the family. Females here work as well but there
are so many problems when they must take care of the income, family, and household single-
handedly. (Focus Group Discussion, Women and youth, Vavuniya, Sinhala)

At a community level, in most of the study locations where an ethnically mixed population
demography was observed, the tendency for disputes among groups to escalate into violence, along
ethnic or racial lines and the likelihood that such tensions result in communal riots was highlighted
during qualitative discussions. In such instances, addressing suspicion and gaining trust among
different disputant groups was seen to be critical. Further, when unresolved disputes are taken to
courts as a next step, this was seen to have monetary implications as well as time burdens on
disputants.

4.1.3 Knowledge on types of ADR actors and institutions

When inquired about the known ADR mechanisms in the respondents’ area, the majority of
respondents cited the police (69 per cent), while 61 per cent cited government officials (Grama
Niladhari, Public Health Officers, Divisional Secretariat, Samurdhi officer, etc.,) and 27 per cent stated
the Community Mediation Board. However, when disaggregating this number further by sex,
ethnicity, district, age, level of education and employment status, more nuances emerge. For example,
when disaggregated by ethnicity, it was clear that the Sri Lankan Moor community is more familiar
with religious leaders compared to other ethnic groups. Further, those from Mannar (linked to the
religious identity of the respondents) and those with lower education levels, identified religious
leaders as an important ADR. In contrast, those in Colombo had an overwhelmingly higher tendency
to identify police as the most common form of ADR. Sex disaggregation of knowledge on the types of
ADR follow similar trends as the overall trend given above, however, with the exception of women
being slightly less likely than men to identify religious leaders as an ADR actor, as shown below.

More specifically, when disaggregated by ethnicity, Sri Lankan Moor identified (63%; next highest was
amongst Sinhalese at 10%) religious leaders as an ADR process more in comparison to the police and
government officials (Figure 2). Females are more likely to state government officials (64% vs male
58%), police (70% vs male 67%) and CMB (28% vs male 25%) as ADR mechanisms in their areas,
compared to men, and emphasise slightly less on religious leaders (22% vs male 25%) than males.
There is increasing likelihood to mention CMB as an ADR mechanism as people age (25% amongst 20—
24-year-olds vs 34% amongst 65 years and above). Those with no schooling (32% vs for example 21%
amongst degree holders) or less education (up to grade 5 — 29%) are more likely to state religious
leaders than others whilst the educated are more likely to mention CMB (38% vs 21% amongst those
who have studied up to grade 5). The retired are more likely to emphasise government officials (75%
vs for example 56% by those working) and CMB (48% vs for example 24% by those working), whilst
those engaged in household activity are more likely to emphasise the police (78% vs for example 62%
by those working) and the working are more likely to state religious leaders (26%) than others (for
example 12% by the retired). Colombo respondents overwhelmingly mention the police (95%) while
only 55 per cent from Colombo mention government officials. A higher percentage (53%) of Mannar
residents, given the religious affiliation (Muslims and Catholics) mention religious leaders followed by
the police (46%). In Trincomalee too religious leaders are mentioned by 50 per cent of the
respondents, but government officials (63%) and the police (49%) also figure prominently. In all other
surveyed districts, the police are mentioned highest followed by government officials and CMBs.
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Figure 2: Main Alternative Dispute Resolution mechanisms stated by respondents
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Note: Multiple choices were allowed

The qualitative study supports the quantitative evidence presented above, with people associating
dispute resolution with the police and government officials, especially as the first point of contact. The
lower statistics in approaching CMBs directly is linked to the low levels of awareness of the possibility
and process of directly approaching mediation boards, as revealed through the FGDs and KPIs. The
qualitative discussions with communities reveal that most are under the impression that one could
only approach mediation only if directed by the police. A more detailed analysis of the perceptions
and experiences that shape decisions on which mechanism to approach is provided below, on
attitudes and practices.

As noted above, as an important ADR mechanism, religious institutions, especially in the case of the
Muslim communities, get involved in dispute resolution. Buddhist monks were not perceived as
playing a major role, except those who acted as mediators in certain CMBs. Hindu priests and Christian
clergy were seen to be engaged in ADR to a very limited extent, but relatively much less compared to
the mosque trustee board, as per the qualitative discussions. Echoing the findings from the
guantitative data, the mosques and mosque committees among the Muslim communities were
identified as a key institution/actor in settling the disputes. As illustrated below, the disputes are taken
to the mosque committee prior to the police or any other ADR or formal mechanism. Given the
proximity of the mosque committees to the people, the knowledge and awareness about them among
the people are higher.

We have a trustee board in the mosque. The trustee board has 5 to 6 members there. If a
family cannot resolve their issues, then the trustee board comes to resolve it. If the trustee
board cannot resolve the problem then they will direct the people to go to the police station.
We all have the phone numbers of the trustee board members. All the trustee board members
are in this village. We do not go to the mediation boards directly. If we go there first then the
police ask us why we have not informed the trustee boards. (Focus Group Discussion, Women
and youth, Monaragala, Sinhala)
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Further, a community level key informant from Ampara indicated that people approach the kovil
(temple) administration in Ampara as it is seen to be involved in resolving disputes especially relating
to money transactions and family disputes.

The kovil administration committee deals with the cases and makes peace within the family.
They deal with these cases in the kovil or in the houses of the disputed families. (WRDS
President, Irakkamam, Ampara)

But the extent of involvement varies. The Hindu temples do not get involved as much as the mosques
do among the Muslim communities. This is partly linked to the fact that temple committees historically
did not get engaged in settling disputes among the communities. Furthermore, as the excerpt below
indicates, there is also a lack of trust and confidence among the communities regarding the ability of
the temples to resolve community level disputes.

Small disputes like loan payments were dealt [with] by the kovil committee. This happened 15
years ago. The present kovil committee does not deal with these issues. The kovil committee
has the capacity to deal with small disputes that are occurring within a family. The villagers do
not have the mindset to trust these people. If there is such a dispute resolution mechanism,
then people will resolve their issues easily. A proper dispute resolving mechanism is essential
to our village. (Focus Group Discussion, Women and youth, Irakkamam, Ampara - Tamil)

Not all the decisions made by kovil administrators are fair. Most of the people think that
solving issues at the village level is more convenient for them. If people think the decision made
by kovil administrators are unfair, then they go to police. (Key informant, CSO representative,
Ampara)

Further, the Catholic church in the study locations also get involved in resolving disputes at community
level. Their involvement seems to be relatively low in comparison to Muslim and Hindu communities.
The church is also actively involved in larger community issues such as forced disappearances in
Mannar and addressing poverty among the communities.

We voice for the forcibly disappeared people in order to get their information. We cannot move

forward without solving an issue. The spouses of the forcibly disappeared people face problems
in getting into second marriages. In case, if the forcibly disappeared people return, then their
spouses will have problems. We already know that those forcibly disappeared have passed
away but we cannot be able [are unable] to ensure [confirm] their death. (Key informant,
religious leader, Mannar)

The qualitative discussions identified other ADR mechanisms that are accessed for specific purposes
such as village-level societies or collectives and Civil Protection Committees (CPC). Development aid
related disputes such as the mismanagement of funds or disputes over beneficiary selection are
brought to the CSO officials. In the Central and Uva provinces, the estate management was mentioned
as a potential actor engaging in ADR but were seen to be ‘too much of an insider’ and were not felt to
be listened to, by the people. CPCs were seen to be relatively inactive currently but were seen to have
the potential to be revived in the case of collective ‘threats’ to the community such as those following
the Kandy riots (2018) or the Easter Sunday attacks (2019). ‘Peace Committees’ and ‘Inter-faith
committees’ were active, albeit in an ad hoc manner, in areas such as Ampara, Badulla, Trincomalee
and Mannar. These were either set up with the support of NGOs or had come together on a needs-
basis, such as to prevent religious-based tensions escalating into ‘communal riots’. These inter-faith
committees had played an active role in the immediate aftermath of the 2019 Easter Sunday attacks,
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in managing any potential tensions within the communities that they operate in. The functions of
these committees may not be as regular as, for instance, CMBs in settling disputes.

The qualitative study reveals that the respondents have very little awareness about the presence,
functions and the process followed by the SLMB. Although Trincomalee district has a SLMB, the
discussions with the mediators confirmed that there is little knowledge about SLMBs among the
general public. Despite the presence of SLMBs in the district, the mediators were of the view that the
land disputes are reported to the CMBs as the quote below indicates. Unlike the CMBs, the SLMBs are
relatively new and present at district level, creating a distance with the communities, which could be
the reason for lack of awareness about SLMBs.

[There is] ...not enough awareness for the land mediation board. Most of the land problems
come to CMB. We don’t know about the land mediation board. If the land mediation board
takes the land cases our workload will reduce. The land mediation board can’t turn the cases
that come to CMB. It will be good if SLMB gives those land cases to us. Land mediators must
have more knowledge on land related issues. (Focus Group Discussion, Mediators,
Trincomalee, Tamil).

The CSO representatives too indicated the lack of awareness about the SLMBs in Mannar district.
However, the group also indicated that given the high severity of land related disputes in the district,
a functional SLMB would be beneficial as the statement below shows. Furthermore, it should also be
noted that not all the study districts had SLMBs, therefore, the knowledge about SLMBs in Monaragala
and Badulla districts for instance is rather non-existent.
They [SLMBs] help in resolving land related disputes. But we don’t know to what extent they
[SLMBs] are carrying out their work in resolving the disputes. We are aware that the land
mediation boards exist in our area. There were calls for land mediation board mediators. It
would be a good to have a land mediation board since we have a lot of land disputes in this
area. (Focus Group Discussion, CSOs, Mannar, Tamil)

Knowledge on purpose of ADR: The survey team set out to assess the respondents’ knowledge on
ADR and Community Mediation Boards. This was in order to ascertain the levels of awareness and
gaps in awareness and knowledge on ADR and CMBs, to provide the basis for the design of the
information campaign and other activities envisaged by SEDR.

When considering respondent knowledge on the purpose of an ADR (multiple options were allowed),
a higher percentage of respondents stated correctly that it was a process to find out facts of a dispute
(41%) and/ or a process to settle a dispute with the help of a neutral third party (34%). There were
however ‘adversarial type’ responses - decide on who is at fault (26%) and decide on the monetary
compensation (13%) - as well. A higher (23) percentage of 20-24 year-olds are likely to state than older
age groups that the purpose includes deciding on monetary compensation. A similar trend is seen
amongst the Indian Tamil community (28% vs 14% amongst Sri Lankan Tamil community). Twenty (20)
per cent of the respondents either said do not know or no comments. There is a much higher (45)
percentage of respondents in Colombo stating that they are unaware of or have no comment on the
purpose of ADR (Figure 3).
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Figure 3: Respondent knowledge on alternative dispute resolution process
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Note: Multiple choices were allowed

4.1.4 Knowledge or awareness on CMBs, function and process

The sub-sections below focus on CMBs specifically, as one form of ADR, and analyses people’s
awareness levels of CMB, the types of disputes it handles, its functions, processes followed, the
composition of the CMB, and time taken to resolve. Their experiences of effectiveness of the CMBs
are discussed in the section on practice below, through their first-hand experiences of going to a CMB
for dispute resolution.

Awareness levels of CMBs

When considering the respondents’ awareness levels of CMBs, 89 per cent of respondents stated that
they had heard of it. Disaggregated by sex, 87 per cent of female respondents and 92 per cent of male
respondents had heard of CMBs. While it was apparent that relatively higher levels of awareness of
CMBs are commonplace in other districts, respondents from Colombo reported higher numbers
among those who have not heard of them (30%). The younger age group are also more likely to state
that they are unaware of the CMB (Figure 4). Those with higher educational qualifications (degree
holders —97%) are more likely to have heard about a CMB than those stating no school (84%).
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Figure 4: Respondents stating that they have heard of Community Mediation Board
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Source: KAP survey

Functions and process of the CMB

When it comes to knowledge on details of the CMB’s functions, the knowledge levels are lower
compared to respondents stating they have heard of CMB. Although 89 per cent of respondents
stated that they have heard of CMBs, when questioned about the details of the CMB processes, in
many instances, a majority of respondents stated “don’t know” (see Figure 5 below). The lowest
knowledge levels were on issuing of settlement certificate, time allocated for a dispute during the day,
and whether the CMB hearing information can be used in courts. A detailed breakdown of these
different processes followed functions and characteristics of CMBs are provided below and in Annex
4. Qualitative responses tended to focus on what a CMB is and its main function, rather than the
process adopted. Phrases used included ‘something in between courts and police’ (as cases get
directed by the police), ‘something that resolves disputes for free’, ‘a board that meets every Sunday’
etc.

Figure 5: Knowledge on details of Community Mediation Board processes
% Stating don't know
0% 20% 40% 60%
What types disputes can be brought toa CMB N 16%
Process follwed ata CMB NN 31%
CMB mandatory or not before a court hearing GGG 33%
CMB hearing info can it be used in courts I 44%

Certificate of Settlement issued at conclusion I 53%

Questions

Who mediates ata CMB I 37%
How long does it take to reach a 'conclusion’ I 41%
Time allocated for a dispute during the day GGG 47%

Privacy afforded to discuss at a CMB . 42%

Source: KAP survey
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Lack of awareness material: A possible reason for this could be the lack of awareness programmes
and information material available to the public on CMBs as observed in the qualitative and
guantitative components of the study. Community level and civil society respondents of the Klls and
FGDs stated that they have not received any printed material, leaflets or seen any posters aimed at
raising awareness. This perception is shared by CSO members as well, “...They have not taken any
effort to make awareness of the functions about the mediation board through GN [Grama Niladhari]
or the DS office [Divisional Secretariat office]...” (FGD, CSOs, Ampara). The quantitative survey results
confirm this trend. A majority (86%) stated that they have not come across any documents on the
CMB. Sinhalese respondents (91%), 18—19-year-olds (100%), students (94%), individuals engaged in a
household activity (92%), and, respondents from Colombo (98%) are likely to say that they have not
come across documents related to CMB.

Knowledge on types of disputes handled by CMB

Most respondents (59%) stated that disputes within the family can be brought to the CMB, followed
by land issues (39%), disputes with other families (32%) and loan related issues (31%) (Figure 6).
Women are less likely to state that disputes within the family (56% female vs 64% male) and disputes
with other families (30% female vs 35% male) can be brought to a CMB than men. Respondents above
the age of 25 are more likely than the younger age group to state that land issues (33% by 20-24 year-
olds vs 53% by 60-64) and issues related to loans (19% by 20-24 year olds vs 37% by 60-64 year olds)
are disputes that are handled by CMBs. The Indian Tamil community is more likely than other ethnic
communities to state that disputes within the family (Indian Tamil — 75%) and disputes with other
families (Indian Tamil - 60%) than the averages indicated in Figure 6, can be brought to the CMBs. They
are however less likely to state than other communities that disputes related to land (Indian Tamil -
27%) and loans (Indian Tamil — 18%) can be brought to CMBs. Respondents with higher educational
qualifications (degree holders - 54%) are likely to state that land issues can be brought to CMBs than
those with lesser educational qualifications (no schooling - 34%). Those engaged in household
activities (53%) and students (35%) are less likely to indicate that disputes within the family can be
brought to CMBs as opposed to those working (65%). Similarly, those engaged in household activities
are less likely to state that disputes with other families (23%) can be brought to CMB:s.

Sixteen (16) per cent of the respondents stated that they do not know what disputes can be brought
to a CMB. Those responding do not know of the disputes that can be handled by a CMB were higher
amongst 18—19-year-olds (38%), those surveyed in Colombo (45%) and those with less educational
attainment (21% amongst no schooling vs 10% amongst those who have an A/L qualification)

Figure 6: Types of disputes that can be brought to a Community Mediation Board
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Disputes within family 59%
Land issues 39%
Disputes with other families 32%
Issues/ conflicts related to loans 31%
Community issues 13%
Disputes with institutions 4%
Disputes with government institutions 4%
Violence 4%
All of the above 4%
Don't Know 16%

Source: KAP survey
Note: Multiple choices were allowed
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The qualitative study confirms the general trends regarding the types of disputes identified as the
CMBs are approached by the people to settle a range of disputes within the community. With regard
to the types of disputes handled by the CMBs, the general consensus is that the CMBs get involved in
settling disputes related to family, financial transactions, land, and hurt or minor injuries. However, in
certain study locations such as Ampara, KllIs revealed that ‘family issues’ are not taken to the CMBs
and are instead taken to the mosque committees or to the kovils. In the quantitative survey too, some
of the respondents expressed seeking to settle private disputes within their family or the extended
family (10% of the respondents).

Disputes among spouses, disputes among two families, pathway disputes are dealt by the
mediation boards. (Focus Group Discussion, Women and youth, Monaragala, Sinhala)

The small disputes such as loan issues and family disputes are taken to the mediation boards.
(Focus Group Discussion, Women and youth, Ampara, Tamil)

The money transaction problems are being dealt by the mediation board. The mediators
convince people to repay their amounts. (Kll, CSO representative, Ampara)

Composition of CMBs

On the questions of who manages dispute resolution at a CMB, 25 per cent responded that it is
government officials. Other significant mentions included retired persons (19%), religious leaders
(15%) and Justice-of-Peace (15%). Deviating from these averaged responses, the Sinhala community
respondents stated retired persons (32%) and religious leaders (30%) as the mediators, whilst the
Indian Tamil community are likely to state government officials (42%) and Justice of Peace (29%). With
increasing educational attainment, the respondents are more likely to state Justice of Peace (8%
among those with grade 5 education vs 20% amongst those with Degrees). Retired persons are more
likely to state government officials (37%) and retired persons (45%) as mediators than the average in
Figure 7. Thirty-seven (37) per cent of the respondents stated that they do not know the composition
of mediators. The lack of awareness was higher amongst females (40% vs 31% males), younger age
cohorts (56% amongst the 18-19 age group and 40% amongst 20—29-year-olds), Sri Lankan Tamils
(52%) and Sri Lankan Moors (46%), those engaged in household activities (49%) and respondents from
Colombo (50%) and the Northern districts (57% in Mannar and 55% in Vavuniya).

Figure 7: Knowledge about who manages dispute resolution at a Community Mediation Board
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%

Government officials 25%
Retired persons 19%
Justice of Peace 15%
Religious leaders 15%
Village elite 11%
Police 8%
Judge 6%
Person trained in dispute resolution 5%
Lawyers 3%
Principal/ Teachers 1%
Don't know 37%

Source: KAP survey
Note: Multiple choices were allowed
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Steps followed at CMBs

In terms of the process followed at a CMB, a larger percentage (41%) mentioned it is where both
parties provide inputs and negotiate a settlement, followed by 30 per cent indicating that both parties
provide inputs and the mediator settles. Deviating from the percentages indicated in Figure 8, the
Sinhala community respondents’ second largest selection is ‘respondent talks and offers settlement’
(24%), followed by ‘both parties provide inputs and mediator settles’ (19%). Conversely, amongst the
Indian Tamil community respondents, a majority (60%) states that both parties provide input and the
mediator settles, whilst the option of both parties negotiating a settlement is stated by only 20 per
cent of the respondents. Those retired are likely to choose more (61%) the option of both parties
providing inputs and negotiating a settlement. Thirty-one (31) per cent stated that they do not know
the process followed at a CMB, with females more likely to say that they do not know (34% females
vs 26% males). Those in the younger age group (18-19 years: 50%), with less levels of education (up
to grade five: 39%), engaged in household activities (39%) and respondents from Colombo (55%) are
likely to state that they do not know the process.

Figure 8: Process followed at a Community Mediation Board
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%

Both parties provide inputs & negotiate settlement 41%
Both parties provide inputs & mediator settles 30%
Respondent talks and offers settlement 14%
Person initating talks demands settlement 9%
Don't know 31%

Source: KAP survey
Note: Multiple choices were allowed

Time afforded at the CMB in a day

A higher percentage (47%) of the respondents stated that they did not know the time afforded in a
day for a dispute (Figure 9). Women (51%) are more likely than men (40%) to say they do not know
the time afforded. A lesser percentage (33) of respondents from the Indian Tamil community, in
comparison to other communities, stated that they did not know the duration; 23 per cent of them
indicated that it would be between half-hour to one hour. Similarly, among retired persons (26 per
cent), respondents from Trincomalee stated that the time afforded in a day is between half an hour
to one hour. Trincomalee had the lowest percentage (23%) of respondents stating that they did not
know the time afforded (compared to the average of 47%) and higher percentage amongst them
indicated that the time afforded is between half an hour to one hour (33%).

Time taken to resolve a dispute at the CMB

Answers varied considerably on how long it takes to resolve a dispute at a CMB, with 41 per cent
stating that they are unaware of the duration (Figure 10). Twenty-two (22) percent of the respondents
stated that it would depend on the case. Females (45%) are more likely to state that they do not know
than males (35%). The younger age respondents — students (54%) and 18-19-year-olds (56%), Sri
Lankan Tamil community (48%), those engaged in household activities (48%), seeking work (49%) and
from Colombo (57%) and Vavuniya (51%) are more likely to state ‘do not know’ as the answer to the
duration to resolve a dispute at a CMB. Amongst ethnic groups, the Indian Tamil community had the
lowest (28) percentage of respondents stating ‘do not know’, and choose options full day (15%) and
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2-3 months (10%), but also that the duration depends on the case (16%). In terms of location,
Trincomalee had the lowest (17) percentage of ‘do not know’ answer (average being 41%) and the
respondents chose options of 2-7 days (16%) and one month (11%).

Figure 9: Time afforded during a day for a | Figure 10: Time taken to resolve a dispute at a
dispute at a Community Mediation Board Community Mediation Board
Less Day or
2-7 days
than Hour less Yy
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15% 22% 1%

Source: KAP survey

Location of the CMB

In terms of the physical location at which a CMB is conducted, 36 per cent stated that it is at a school,
and 19 per cent stated that it would be a place of worship (Figure 11). In comparison to other ethnic
groups, a higher (40) percentage of Sinhala respondents stated that the CMB is held at a place of
worship and a higher (53) percentage of Indian Tamil community chose schools. In terms of the survey
districts, respondents from Ampara are more likely to state that the CMB is conducted in a place of
worship (49%) than in a school (15%). In the districts from the North an East, it is less likely to state
that CMBs are held in a place of worship (5% in Mannar, 10% Trincomalee and 0% in Vavuniya).
Similarly, in Badulla (55%) and Monaragala (60%) too, schools are more likely to be mentioned as the
location for CMBs. Thirty (30) per cent of the respondents stated that they are not aware of where a
CMB is conducted. As with previous knowledge questions, females (33%), younger age group (18-19-
year-olds: 41%), Sri Lankan Tamil and Moors (43% and 37%, respectively), those with lower
educational attainment, those engaged in household activities (44%) and respondents from Colombo
(80%) stated that they are unaware of the location of a CMB.

Figure 11: Physical location of a Community Mediation Board
0% 5% 10%  15%  20%  25%  30%  35%  40%
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Don't know eSS 30%

Source: KAP survey
Note 1: Multiple choices were allowed
Note 2: “Anywhere both parties agree” is based on less than 10 respondents
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Level of privacy in CMBs

Forty-six (46) per cent stated that privacy is afforded to discuss matters at a CMB whereas 42 per cent
stated that they are unaware of the level of privacy (Figure 12). In comparison to responses from other
survey districts, respondents from Monaragala (62%) and Trincomalee (65%) state that privacy is
afforded to discuss matters at a CMB. This uncertainty on whether privacy is afforded at a CMB is
higher among female respondents (45%), 18—19-year-olds (59%), Sri Lankan Tamils (51%), individuals
with educational attainment less than grade 5, especially those who have studied up to grade 5 (53%),
those engaged in household activities (50%) and respondents from Colombo (50%).

Figure 12: Knowledge about the privacy afforded to discuss matters at a Community Mediation Board
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Source: KAP survey

Qualitatively, in general, there seems to be varying levels of awareness among different
demographic groups. Respondents directly involved in various ADR processes such as CSO members
and Klls noticeably have a better knowledge as opposed to the representatives of the general public
in the women and youth FGDs. In general, youth were unaware of CMBs to the extent that they have
not even heard of CMBs.

Moreover, the most common source of information about CMBs is “... mostly been made aware of
voluntarily. Sometimes by word of mouth...” (Key Person, Male, Badulla). This statement was further
supported in the Monaragala district - “News about mediation travels only mostly by word of mouth.”
(FGD, CSO, Monaragala). In Ampara, FGD participants added that ‘people who went to mediation
boards talk about this. We got to know about this (sic) mediation boards with the help of them’.
Information was also obtained through mediators that live in the same village or community.
However, while ‘word of mouth’ contributes to increased basic awareness of CMBs, it does not
provide much space to increase awareness on details of CMB processes, unless one proactively asks
for these details. The qualitative study further revealed that not only was there a lack of awareness
programmes conducted but also a lack of awareness material such as leaflets or posters that
communities could access and gain further information from. This could possibly be one of the reasons
why the only way information about ADR and mediation got around was by word of mouth.

Awareness levels of CMBs are shaped by contextual factors such as location and displacement and
other crisis related experiences of people. For example, the qualitative components revealed that the
awareness of the mediation boards or any other ADR mechanisms is coloured by people’s
displacement experience. As confirmed by the quote below, the levels of awareness about CMBs
among the people with protracted displacement experience is relatively low. These contextual factors
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need to be considered when designing an information or communication campaign aimed at
increasing awareness and knowledge levels about CMBs.

We do not go to mediation boards. We do not think that bringing these problems [family
disputes] to mediation boards is fair. We left our studies during 1990 displacement, since we
are illiterates, we do not have proper knowledge in bringing those disputes to mediation
boards. We have a mediation board in Irakkaamam. People in our village go to mediation
boards for the problems such as family issues, money transaction issues, trespassing of
livestock etc. They do not go to mediation boards for the land disputes (Focus Group
Discussion, CSO, Ampara, Tamil)

When considering the continuity of mediation boards and the community’s overall interest in
participating in the proceedings, 73 per cent indicate that they would like to learn about the CMB
process, with a higher likelihood coming from 20-24-year-olds (85%) and the Indian Tamil community
(90%). Those who have studied in A/L classes or higher or more, are enthusiastic about learning about
the CMB Process (80%+) and so are students (88%). Comparatively, those in higher age categories are
less likely to state that they wish to learn about the CMB process (i.e. over 65 years — 56%) and so are
those surveyed in Colombo (55%). This highlights the importance of initiating targeted awareness
raising campaigns that identify who is willing to learn and who is not and use their preferred
information sources, which are discussed later in this report.

4.2 Attitudes

Apart from knowledge, attitudes also shape people’s decisions to access an ADR or not and will
facilitate a satisfactory service. Further previous studies have shown that disputants’ satisfaction
levels of ADR are also shaped by their comparative experiences and perceptions of effectiveness of
formal justice mechanisms and different ADR mechanisms (Munas and Lokuge, 2016%). In short, the
attitudes of the people towards ADR mechanisms are perceptions influenced by their knowledge
about those mechanisms. Hence, in this section of the report, key findings related to the attitudes of
the people towards ADR mechanisms available in communities are presented. The experiences of
those who had taken part in an ADR or CMB process is captured in the next section on practices, along
with mediators’ experiences and challenges that they face. More specifically, in this section we analyse
people’s attitude towards actors in ADR, the ability of actors engaged in ADR mechanisms to
effectively resolve or manage disputes, their perceptions or expectations of obtaining justice from
ADRs, approaching ADRs and their attitudes on the composition of ADRs. Therefore, this section on
attitudes provides important insights to increasing awareness levels, which aspects to be included in
awareness campaigns and in general strengthening the ADR including CMB processes in general.

As a prominent actor involved in resolving disputes, the police are perceived to be managing
disputes well. However, this perception changes as nuances of effectiveness or reasons why certain
actors, including police, are considered to be managing disputes well, are taken into consideration,
as presented below. This is graphically represented below (Figure 13). As shown below, the police are
seen to be following relatively more ‘adversarial-like’ steps and an approach to dispute resolution,
while the other mechanisms and actors are seen to have different strengths, including people
perceiving CMBs’ interest-based approach to dispute resolution to be effective, and therefore of value
too. Previous studies on ADR reflect the same tendency of disputants’ expectations of an

1% Munas, M and Lokuge, G. (2016). Community mediation: a just alternative? Expectations and experiences of
community mediation boards in the Northern Province. Working Paper Series NO. 21. Centre for Poverty
Analysis, Colombo. Retrieved from https://www.cepa.lk/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/Community-Mediation-
21.pdf

40



‘authoritative’ actor, in decisions and in the decision-making process, which in turn colours their
satisfaction levels (Munas and Lokuge, 20162%°).

4.2.1 Attitudes on who manages disputes well and why

When asked for their first choice on who manages dispute resolution well in their area, 35 per cent
perceived the police (Figure 13), followed by government officials (17 per cent), religious leaders (17
per cent) and CMBs (14 per cent). The younger age group perceived the police and religious leaders
to be managing disputes well. In terms of ethnic group differences, Muslims perceived the religious
leaders to be managing disputes well and police to be less likely to be managing disputes well,
compared to other ethnic groups.

More specifically, in comparison to males, female respondents are more likely to be of the opinion
that Police (37% vs males 32%) and government officials (18% vs males 14%) were managing dispute
resolution well in their area, whilst identifying CMBs (13% vs males 16%) and courts (6% vs males 10%)
in comparatively lower percentages than males. The younger age group, in comparison to the aged
are more likely to be of the opinion that the police (47% amongst 18-19 year olds vs 29% among those
older than 65 years) and religious leaders (23% among 20-24 year olds vs 13% among those older than
65 years) manage dispute resolution well; and less likely than the aged to be of the opinion that
government officials (10% among 20-24 year olds vs 25% among those older than 65 years) manage
dispute resolution well. In comparison to other ethnicities, the Moor community is likely to be of the
opinion that religious leaders (53% vs Sinhala 4%) manage disputes best, whilst ranking the police low
(19% vs 38% by Sinhala respondents). Respondents with higher educational attainment believe that
CMBs manage disputes better (26% among degree holders) than those with lesser educational
attainment (8% among those who have studied up to grade 5). Students’ opinion (50%) is that Police
are much better at managing dispute resolution than government officials (4%). Respondents from
Colombo (50%) and Ampara are of the opinion that the police manage dispute resolution well than
other district respondents, while respondents from Mannar (43%) and Trincomalee (48%) are of the
opinion that religious leaders are better at dispute resolution.

Figure 13: Opinion on who manages dispute resolution well (main responses)
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%
Police 35%
Government officials 17%
Religious Leaders 16%
Community Mediation Boards 14%
Court 7%
Village elites 2%
Village Level Societies 1%

Estate Manager 1%

Source: KAP survey
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Police Government officials (largely Grama Niladhari)
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Note: Reasons with 10% or more respondents for the ‘Actor’

However, when asked for perceived reasons as to why people think mechanisms are effective (of
those that are selected as most effective), a diverse and actor-specific range of perceived reasons
explaining the effectiveness of dispute resolution mechanisms emerge. As the Figure 14 below
illustrates, the main reason for the selection of the police was attributed to their authoritative nature
and power in dealing with disputes. In addition, ease of access (i.e., place a call through the 119
complaints hotline) and the speed of response were also cited as important. In contrast, when
considering government officials engaging in ADR process such as the Grama Niladhari, the most cited
reason was that they are the most respected by the people in the area and are knowledgeable about
the residents and the ongoing tensions. Similarly, for religious leaders, the most cited reasons were
that they are respected by the people in the area and that they can resolve issues justly/equitably. In
terms of the CMBs, the reasons cited included, positively dealing with dispute, resolving the issue
properly/equitably and the belief that they could resolve the dispute. Except the latter, none of the
reasons attached to the effectiveness of CMBs are attributed to the police. Moreover, being
‘authoritative’ is only attached to the police and none of the other cited mechanisms.

Figure 14: Respondent rationale on their opinion why the different actors in ADR manage dispute
resolution well

It is important to note that the police play a role in dispute resolution, usually as the first over second
point of contact, in a complaint process. The qualitative discussions pointed out the practical
challenges of accessing the police. Even though the complaints hotline eases access, the physical
distance to the police station — required to visit in order to lodge a complaint and for the subsequent
inquiry - was a decisive factor in accessing the police and therefore arriving at a decision to access
ADR, (see quotation below). In addition, the extreme power imbalance between the disputants often
leads to unfavourable outcomes which affects people’s experience in accessing the police for dispute
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resolution in the future. Furthermore, the lack of language support for Tamil speakers in certain
occasions was also seen as a limiting factor in accessing the police. Previous studies (Munas et al
2018% and Munas and Lokuge 20162?) found similar trends, especially in the Northern province.

It [the decision to go to the police] changes based on the distance and availability of the police.
When | was in Ambagasdowa and Kohovila the people did not have easy access to the police
because distance-wise it was further away, so cases barely came in. Even if someone were
murdered, they had to come to me first. But here, everyone runs to the police first thing. (KII,
Government official, Badulla)

Hence, while people may still prefer to access the police for dispute resolution, because of the
authority and the power they wield and perceived ease of access and response times, distance and
language barriers may make them less inclined to use the police. Further, the negative experiences of
people with the police may affect their attitudes towards them as the following excerpt from the
community level FGD indicates:

The RDS in this village has no support in the police. The police in this area cause many
problems. This village is situated just 2Km away from the police checkpoint. Even though,
many problems have been reported continuously. If the RDS catches the wrongdoers and
summons them before the police, the police treat RDS as the offenders and release the
wrongdoers (Focus Group Discussion, CSO, Mannar, Tamil)

Respondents perceived that in case of a community or personal issue, they were most likely to get
justice from the police, but at a comparatively higher cost in terms of time and money. In the case
of community issues, most (62%) responded that they are more likely to get justice by going to the
police, followed by government officials (38%), religious leaders (19%), courts (14%) and the CMB
(14%). However, 57 per cent also stated that they are likely to spend more time resolving the issue by
going to the police, followed by the courts (52%). In addition to this, 68 per cent stated that they are
likely to spend more money going to the court to resolve the issue, followed by the police (41%).
Whilst the expectation of justice being served is lower by reaching out to religious leaders or the
Community Mediation Board, the respondents do acknowledge that they are likely to incur less costs
and ‘waste’ less time. A similar trend was seen in the case of personal issues as well (Figure 15).

21 Munas, M. Tennakoon, H., Meegoda, M and M. Mahilrajah. (2018). Community Mediation: Resolution of the
people, by the people and for the people — A Sociological Enquiry about People’s Perceptions and Experiences of
Mediation Boards: Northern, Eastern and Uva Provinces, Sri Lanka. Centre for Poverty Analysis. Working paper
Series No.29, 2018.

22 Munas, M. and G. Lokuge. (2016). Community mediation: a just alternative? Expectations and experiences of
Community Mediation Boards in the Northern Province. Centre for Poverty Analysis, Colombo
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Figure 15: Perceived cost of resolution by type of (main) ADR mechanisms stated by respondents
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As the section on awareness indicated, the role of religious institutions in resolving/settling disputes
is central among the Muslim communities and their role is legitimised primarily through trust. The
Klls and FGDs conducted among the Muslim communities in all three provinces revealed that the level
of trust and confidence among the people on the mosque committee is high as they are perceived to
be handling sensitive matters well, especially issues such as family disputes and extra marital affairs,
as indicated in the following excerpt from the FGD with women and youth in Monaragala. Further, the
perception that the mosque committees are seen to be ‘insiders’ who would safeguard confidentiality,
when one does not want to take the disputes ‘outside the community’ was also highlighted. However,
it should also be noted that the sample does not capture sufficient numbers of observations on people
who had been to religious institutions to conclude on the effectiveness of the religious institutions,
including to what extent they are inclusive, their ability to give space and voice to the women
concerned and the impact of social hierarchies on dispute resolution practices and processes. The
absence of women in mosque committees that are involved in family dispute settlement is a further
point of concern.

Most of the people do not want to tell their problems to others. The mosque has rendered
numerous services to the poor people. The trustee board tries their best to resolve the
disputes. It deals with the problems that we cannot say out loud. They maintain the
confidentiality of the public. The trustee board also deals with extra marital affairs issues
too. They try their best to resolve disputes. If they cannot resolve the disputes, they take
nearly one week to resolve it. Then they will send the disputants to the police if they cannot
handle it. (Focus Group Discussion, Women and youth, Monaragala, Tamil)

The pattern of approaching formal dispute resolution mechanisms is seemingly undergoing a shift
with people also accumulating reasons as to why opting for ADR is more beneficial.

In most qualitative discussions, the police were accused of being biased and corrupt. For example, in
Trincomalee, the prevailing drug issue is allegedly supported by the police. “Police support that. If we
come forward to solve, it leads to race and ethnicity issues... There is no policy.” (Kll, Female,
Trincomalee). This thought resonates deeply in Mannar as well, with CSO members claiming “[t]he
police in this area are the worst criminals we have ever seen” (FGD, CSO, Mannar). In certain other
cases, such as in Ampara, crimes such as cattle theft were seen to be unresolvable by the police,
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hinting at a perceived lack of effectiveness on the part of the police in addressing such crimes. As the
extract below illustrates, the lack of adequate language skills within the police for communication was
also highlighted. These trends are confirmed through published research which state that the police
were seen to be biased, corrupt and at times aggressive (Munas et al, 2018%).

We have communication problems with the police. We have to wait at the police station until
a Tamil police [officer] arrives there to file an entry**. (Focus Group Discussion, CSO, Mannar,
Tamil)

Another reason why people opt not to approach formal methods of dispute resolution is the possible
social stigma that may be attached to them eventually. “They do not like to degrade their self-respect”
(FGD, women and youth, Monaragala). This confirms evidence from a previous study which showed
that in contrast to the police and courts, CMBs are perceived to offer more ‘dignity’ to the disputants
and were in general preferred, especially by women and those from ethnic minority groups (Munas et
al, 2018%).

While Community Mediation Boards are perceived as helping maintain social cohesion, long-held
contentions regarding perceived discrimination on the basis of caste, money and social status were
cited as reasons that can reduce the effectiveness of the CMBs. The usefulness and necessity of
mediation boards at the community level was also assessed. When asked whether CMBs help ensure
social cohesion within the community, 78 per cent of respondents agreed. Seventy-one (71) per cent
believed this was because mediation boards create a space for both parties to understand the dispute
and 37% also say that CMBs take measures to prevent disputes recurring in the future. As explained
by FGD participants, ‘both parties are given an opportunity to explain their situation, which cannot be
done in courts’ (FGD, CSO, women and youth, Badulla). Similarly, ‘the perceived attributes of
Community Mediation Boards such as being listened to, the participatory settlement process, the
ability to articulate their problems during the settlement’ (Munas et al, 2018: 2%°) were observed in
previous studies as contributing to higher satisfaction levels of CMBs.

In the current study, most of those who did not agree that CMBs help ensure social cohesion cited
biased decisions due to caste, money and position (46%) as their main reason - a trend confirmed by
other studies which state perceptions of bias were stronger when the disputant and the mediators
are from the same location and similar socio-economic strata (Munas et al, 2018%7). A similar trend
was seen for other ADR mechanisms in the current study. During the qualitative discussions, certain
ADR mechanisms such as government officials were also perceived to be biased. In Badulla particularly
it was stated that “if disputes [are] taken up to the Grama Niladhari, his resolution is biased in which
it favours a particular ethnicity... (FGD, women and youth and CSO, Badulla). Instances of Grama
Niladharis serving in the same community for over 15 years were also reported during the qualitative
discussions which raised questions of their perceived biases by the respondents. Further, in Ampara,

23 Munas, M. Tennakoon, H., Meegoda, M and M. Mahilrajah. (2018). Community Mediation: Resolution of the
people, by the people and for the people — A Sociological Enquiry about People’s Perceptions and Experiences of
Mediation Boards: Northern, Eastern and Uva Provinces, Sri Lanka. Centre for Poverty Analysis. Working paper
Series No.29, 2018.

24 A colloquial term for lodging a complaint at a police station

% ibid

26 Munas, M. Tennakoon, H., Meegoda, M and M. Mabhilrajah. (2018). Community Mediation: Resolution of the
people, by the people and for the people — A Sociological Enquiry about People’s Perceptions and Experiences of
Mediation Boards: Northern, Eastern and Uva Provinces, Sri Lanka. Centre for Poverty Analysis. Working paper
Series No.29, 2018.

27 |bid.
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FGDs revealed that ‘families rule kovil associations’ and were seen to give ‘verdicts that were

favourable to them’ so that these elite families were seen to be benefiting.
The Grama Niladhari of this village said that our village is dirty and does not suit him. Then he
shifted his office to the next division and asked the people to come there. The GS? has the
authority to make developments in the village but he does not like to develop our village. The
government allocates money for the development of each village in the country. But the
government employees in this village are reluctant to use that money for our village. (Focus
Group Discussion, Women and youth, Ampara, Tamil)

4.2.2 Attitudes on composition of ADR forums

The survey team also assessed the respondents’ attitudes on an ideal ADR forum, in terms of
composition and representation. Preferences point to a mixture of government officials and
community leaders with some variation noted on the basis of ethnicity and age. Although
respondents cited police as a party that manages dispute resolution well, their ideal composition of
an ADR forum would include government officials, such as the Grama Niladhari (56 per cent), village
elders (52 per cent), and religious leaders (44 per cent) (Figure 16). The emphasis placed on who
should be part of the CMB varies depending on demographic characteristics. Sinhala and Sri Lankan
Moor community emphasise religious leaders (48% and 59% amongst Sinhalese and Moors,
respectively), whilst the Tamil community places greater emphasis on government officials (70%). The
older respondents indicate there should be more representation from the village elders, whereas the
younger age category wish to see the village youth represented in ADR mechanisms.

Figure 16: Ideal composition of an Alternative Dispute Resolution Forum as per respondents
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While an equal representation of men and women as ADR members is viewed as important, long-
held gendered notions also lead to questions regarding women as viable ADR actors, including as
mediators. Sixty-seven (67) per cent of respondents stated that there should be an equal
representation of men and women in the ADR forum (Figure 17), 12 per cent state that the ADR
mechanisms should be all men and 48 per cent stated that they have no preference when it comes
to the sex of the chair of the forum. However, when further disaggregating this number by sex, the
preference among a majority of male respondents was to have a male chair of the forum. What is also

28 Commonly used to refer to the Grama Niladhari
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noteworthy is that even among female respondents, a male chair was preferred over a female chair
(Figure 18). This is indicative of respondents’ attitudes towards a woman’s role in dispute resolution
and is confirmed by previous studies on women’s role in community mediation in Sri Lanka, which also
identified the preference for ‘older male demographic as the mediator’ (Jayasundere and Rahman,
20162%°). While in certain CMBs studied, the latest recruits to the CMBs are from the younger age
cohort of 30-40 years, most CMBs studied continue to be dominated by older members, who are
mostly retired government officials. However, the current study and previous studies continue to
highlight the need for women mediators as well as the younger age cohorts to be part of the process
to ensure an inclusive dispute resolution process (Siriwardana 20113, Jayasundere and Valters
2014%).

Figure 17: Ideal composition of Alternative | Figure 18: Ideal chair of the Alternative Dispute
Dispute Resolution Forum as per respondents Resolution Forum as per respondents
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females females 4%
and less 2%
males
5%
More
males
and less Same
females number
10% of males
Only and MALE FEMALE
males females B Male ™ Female No preference
12% 67%

Source: KAP Survey

Only a certain level of interest was shown by respondents (40%) to be trained to become a mediator
This percentage is higher amongst males (45% vs females 37%), younger age groups (20-24: 49% vs
over 65> 28%), Sinhala (48%) and Indian Tamil (51%) communities and, those who have studied at
least up to Advanced Level or more (52%+). The younger age groups showing interest to be trained as
mediators could be capitalised on, to fill the gap in the demographic composition of the CMBs, while
more women should be encouraged to be part of the CMBs, by addressing challenges that they face
in carrying out their household care responsibilities, waged employment and the voluntary services
required by the CMBs.

The analysis here indicates that the ADR mechanisms are diverse and it is difficult to categorise them
into one large category. The effectiveness and ability to resolve different disputes by various ADR
mechanisms vary. Not all disputes can be resolved/settled by ADRs. However, ADRs are perceived to
be effective in resolving certain types of disputes. This shows that each specific ADR needs to be
closely looked at, for their effectiveness. The process, formalities, skills available, cost and access vary
for each type of mechanism. ADR mechanisms are generally perceived to be cost and time effective

29 Jayasundere, R., and Rahman, R. (2016). Understanding Women Mediators — An in-depth study of women in
community mediation boards in Sri Lanka. Asia Foundation

30 Siriwardhana, C. (2011). Evaluation of the community Mediation Boards Program in Sri Lanka. Ministry of
Justice. Retrieved from

31 Jayasundaere, R and Valters, C. (2014). Women’s Experiences of Local Justice: Community Mediation in Sri
Lanka. The Justice and Security Research Programme paper — 20
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in arriving at a settlement. However, special attention must be paid to considerations highlighted with
regard to negotiating or mediating legitimate grievances brought by the powerless, poor and
vulnerable communities, especially regarding poor people’s right to access formal judicial processes.

4.3 Practice

This section focuses on people’s direct experiences of accessing ADR mechanisms and therefore
focuses on what issues were taken to an ADR forum, their level of satisfaction with the resolution and
the subsequent impact this has on the likelihood of using the specific ADR mechanism again. Of those
who had faced a dispute, a majority had taken their disputes to the police and the CMB, as they
thought these were the best options. However, satisfaction of the outcome of the resolution is much
higher for the CMBs than police, which points towards the value attached to interest-based mediation.

The respondents’ direct experience with disputes was examined. Only 9 per cent of the respondents
or individuals in respondent households had been involved in an individual or community dispute in
the past 12 months; a majority of these disputes was related to land use and/or land ownership,
domestic violence, loan related issues and acts of violence (Figure 19). A higher (55) percentage of
Sinhala community respondents than other ethnicities, stated being in disputes related to land. The
higher reporting amongst Sri Lankan Tamil community respondents is on disputes related to domestic
violence (26%), loans (22%), followed by land (20%). The Moor community respondents indicate the
disputes they are involved in are related to land(37%) and domestic violence (34%). A much higher
percentage of women respondents (36.2%) than males (17.2%) stated the dispute was related to
domestic violence. A higher (38%>?) percentage of women stated that they went to Police in relation
to domestic violence issues than to the CMB (25%33). However, qualitative components highlighted
the gaps in service provision by the police and formal mechanisms, especially for women, when
dealing with domestic violence, including attempts of ‘settling the dispute’ even at the continued risk
of serious physical harm to the woman. This is confirmed by existing studies in Sri Lanka (World Health
Organization, 2018%) and to a large extent has been also confirmed by the Sri Lanka police as per
recent news reports (Ameen, August 2021%°). Women'’s other responses included the religious leaders,
courts and family members.

32 Based on 9 responses, interpretation should be with care
33 Based on 6 responses, interpretation should be made with care

34 World Health Organization (2018). Country Profile on Gender-Based Violence in Sri Lanka. World Health
Organization, Sri Lanka

3 Ameen, A (21 August 2021). Sri Lanka police does not intend to take cases of intimate partner violence to
courts: SDIG Rohana. In The Morning.
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Figure 19: Incidence of individual or community disputes Involving the survey respondents in the past
12 months
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Source: KAP Survey
Note: “*” - Incidents reported are less than 10

4.3.1 ADR mechanisms accessed and satisfaction levels

The disputes in this case were mostly taken to the police (41%) or to CMBs (28%). The main reason
stated by the respondents in relation to taking the case to either the police (70%) or the CMB (65%) is
that the respondent considered it to be the best option. In terms of the CMB, 38 percent®of the
respondents also stated that they were referred by other institutions (e.g., Police) to go to the CMB.

Overall, 62 per cent of respondents were satisfied with the resolution of the issue. Disaggregation of
this shows that 89 per cent of respondents were satisfied with their outcome at a CMB, whilst it was
lower at 52 per cent with the Police (Figure 20). Dissatisfaction®” was noted where a proper solution
had not been found (39%*) or the outcome was not satisfactory to the parties (30%*) involved in the
dispute. On the question of what happened afterwards (where there was dissatisfaction) a higher
(43%) percentage did nothing whilst 39 per cent* of the respondents proceeded to file cases in courts.

36 Multiple options were allowed to be chosen by the respondent
37 Based on 23 responses

38 Based on only 9 responses, should be interpreted with due care
39 Based on only 7 responses, should be interpreted with due care
40 Based on 9 responses, should be interpreted with due care

49



Figure 20: Parties satisfied with the resolution of the dispute (main actors)
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Eighty-five (85) per cent of respondents stated that they had not been to a CMB and this percentage
is likely to be higher amongst females (88%) in comparison to males (80%). The Indian Tamil
community is more likely to state that they have been to a CMB (24%) than respondents from other
ethnicities. In the surveyed districts, respondents from Monaragala (25%) are more likely to state that
they have been to a CMB than respondents from other districts.

Likelihood of making use of CMBs and reasons

Half (50%) of the respondents’ state that they are either somewhat or extremely likely to make use of
the CMB to resolve a dispute whilst 32 per cent of the respondents stated that they are not likely to
make use of the CMB to resolve a dispute. A higher percentage of 18—-19-year-olds state that they are
unlikely to use the CMB (47%) than either somewhat or extremely likely to use it (28%) which is a point
of concern.

Those indicating that they are extremely likely to make use of the CMB, the reasons cited include, easy
access, cost being low or no costs, shorter process, trust on the process and the solutions being
effective. Respondents who indicate that they are somewhat likely to use the CMB, cite reasons
including the decision would depend on the issue, if referred to by courts or police and that they have
other means to arrive at solutions. Among the respondents stating that they are not likely to use the
CMB, reasons cited include the distance to CMBs being too far, that they do not get into disputes or
they would rather sort their issues without others knowing about it. Responses related to ‘not being
sure’ stem from a lack of awareness of CMBs or lacking information in the process (

Figure 21).
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Figure 21: Factors considered for accessing or not accessing CMB
0% 20%  40%  60%  80%  100%

Easy access/No cost/Short process

Effective solution/Trusted/Respected [ |
Depends on the issue 1
If referred by court or police |
Solve using other means/CMB 2nd option |

No CMB/Too far I
No issue yet/l don't get into disputes |
|
|

|/Family solves problem - no publicity
Unaware about CMB/Lack of information...

Extremely likely Somewhat likely B Not Likely Not sure

However, when disaggregated further against those who had approached the CMB previously and
those who had not, it was clear that those who had approached the CMB previously reported that
they are either extremely or somewhat likely to make use of the CMB to resolve a dispute, whereas
those who had not been to a CMB previously mostly stated they were not likely to make use of the
CMB (Figure 22). This indicates that further awareness on CMB processes may encourage more people
to make use of the procedure for dispute resolution. This is also made clear in the respondents’ view
of areas of improvement for the CMB. While the majority (25 per cent) stated that they had nothing
to say, 24 per cent stated that awareness creation needs to be improved, 23.5 per cent sought
improvements on the venue, and 11.5 per cent stated that there needs to be an establishment of
separate, issue-specific boards.

Although the satisfaction levels of the CMBs are high, there is a tendency from disputants who did not
receive a favourable settlement, to note their displeasure with regard to the outcome and the
procedure followed by the CMBs, as per the following quotation by a CSO member. Further, except in
one instance from Ampara, none of the other qualitative discussions highlighted the lack of language
support, either in written form (for pre-CMB communication and settlement certificate) or during the
CMB process. In the instance cited in Ampara, it was stated that written communication is done in the
language that the disputant cannot comprehend and therefore, they had to seek the support of a
neighbour or friend to understand the contents of the letter. In previous studies from 2018/2019, the
lack of language support during and leading up to CMBs were highlighted in areas such as Monaragala
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and Trincomalee (Munas et al, 2018%). However, discussions with mediators and chairpersons for the
current study reveal that skills and resources are available to provide language support as required,
either in written form or verbal form and that upon request, the documents are issued as appropriate.
Therefore, the gap could be in the implementation of this practice comprehensively across the CMBs,
as a regular practice.

We had an unpleasant experience over a land dispute with the mediation board. The
opposing party forged my husband'’s signature and we had to give a piece of land to them. It
was our land and we had documents to prove it and the mediation board did not help. That is
one of the main reasons we decided to leave there and move here. Politics and bribery played
a major part in my case. (KIl, CSO member, Monaragala)

Figure 22: Likelihood of making use of Community Mediation Board to resolve a dispute
Respondents who have been to Community | Respondents who have not been to a
Mediation Board previously Community Mediation Board previously

| am not
sure

119
Not likely -

Source: KAP Survey

Apart from mediators, the qualitative discussions highlighted the need for knowledge enhancement
and skills development of other actors that engage in ADR, such as the Grama Niladhari and the
religious leaders. Topics to be addressed via such sessions included legal background knowledge on
land related issues including documentation, basic counselling and negotiation skills and problem-
solving skills.

In summary, while only a limited number of respondents had accessed an ADR mechanism in the past
twelve months to resolve a dispute, the evidence points to how the process adopted shapes people’s
tendency to use CMBs in particular, in the future. That satisfaction levels are high among those who
had accessed the CMB is a positive highlight but the dissatisfaction among the disputants when the
resolution is unfavourable must not be disregarded, especially since word-of mouth recommendations
play a main role in non-users approaching the CMBs.

41 Munas, M. Tennakoon, H., Meegoda, M and M. Mahilrajah. (2018). Community Mediation: Resolution of the
people, by the people and for the people — A Sociological Enquiry about People’s Perceptions and Experiences of
Mediation Boards: Northern, Eastern and Uva Provinces, Sri Lanka. Centre for Poverty Analysis. Working paper
Series No.29, 2018.
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4.3.2 Skills, competencies, and support required for mediators and trainers

This section primarily draws from the qualitative discussions held with the Mediation Training Officers
chairpersons and mediators from selected DSDs in Ampara, Trincomalee, Mannar, Vavuniya, Badulla
and Monaragala districts and from Klls held with government officials who engage with the CMB
process such as the Grama Niladhari.

While recruitment was seen to be systematic as set out in the regulations, a few instances were
reported where people perceived that, political connections were used to nominate people for the
CMB. In certain other instances, the objectives of the mediators in joining the CMB was questioned,
as some were seen to be part of the process in order to obtain the Justice of Peace position. However,
overall, the discussions with mediators revealed their intentions of providing a voluntary service to
society. They shared their enthusiasm and commitment to provide a negotiated settlement to
disputes, which they also view as a service to society. Previous studies (Jayasundere and Rahman,
2016; Jayasundere and Valters, 2014) highlight the importance of encouraging more women
mediators but also highlight the additional care burdens that they have to face at home which in turn,
limit their participation in voluntary work such as mediation. Further, the average age composition of
CMBs was above 50 years in most boards visited for the current study, which highlights the need to
proactively reach out to and encourage the younger generation to take up mediation tasks.
Discussions with mediators and chairpersons highlighted that personal and professional commitments
(time required for further education for example) was limiting the participation of the younger group
in mediation. However, in general, there was agreement that a better balance between the younger
and older age groups was necessary for the effective functioning of CMBs, especially given the
requirements for better information management, through digital technology.

The mediators are provided with a five-day training prior to their appointment. This training focuses
on the mediation process, skills, capacities and behavioural characteristics of mediators. Most
mediators were of the view that this training was very useful as it included multiple aspects on
mediation. However, the mediators and the MTOs were of the view that a ‘refresher course’ - offered
at regular intervals - on principles of interest-based mediation and the process of mediation was
needed to ensure a better service to the community. The MTOs highlighted the need for up-to-date
knowledge and skills on mediation, obtained through diverse ‘schools of thought’ on mediation. This
new knowledge would go beyond what was made available to them at their recruitment and which
they, in turn, can impart to the newly recruited and existing batches of mediators.

Some mediators and disputants who were part of the study, highlighted the lack of ‘authority’ or
‘enforcement power’ granted to the CMBs, especially in ensuring participation of disputants in the
mediation process. In certain cases, those from a higher socio-economic background (i.e. perceived to
be more powerful) showed a tendency to not attend the sessions and in certain other instances, to
provide false addresses to the police, especially in relation to loan repayment related disputes. This
undermines the process, as a single party can act on its own to withdraw or ignore the mediation
process at any given time. Hence, the tendency for cases to remain unresolved can be high, resulting
in perceptions and experiences of dissatisfaction with the process and outcomes.

In terms of resources, the lack of Information Technology (IT) equipment and the need for training for
better information management, data collection, effective follow-up and monitoring were highlighted
by the mediators, chairpersons and MTOs. Further, the lack of up-to-date IT equipment for MTOs was
also highlighted. Further, the lack of a suitable space, at least in certain locations that were studied,
was discussed, as the quotation below from Trincomalee illustrates. This confirms the issue of the lack
of privacy discussed earlier, as expressed by disputants who were part of the mediation process.
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[There is] no permanent place for the mediation board. This is a big problem for mediators. To
reduce the expense, the government operates this mediation board in government common
buildings. During training, we teach them to ensure confidentiality. But the mediation board
functions in a common hall. There will be about 5 groups of people. So, the basic concept is not
followed. But can’t help. No place for documentation. We can’t maintain them in school. We
cannot maintain the quality. Places where the mediation board functions in Trincomalee is not
in a good condition and [there is a] lack of facilities. The commission must do something about
that...[there are] not enough water and washroom facilities for the public and mediators at
the school. (KIl, MTO, Trincomalee)

While taking efforts to increase awareness on CMBs it is also important to strengthen service provision
for the general public, in an efficient manner, that is satisfying for the disputant parties, strengthening
the CMBs is equality important, so such services can be accessed smoothly. As such, revisiting the
recruitment process, paying close attention to offering refresher training courses and upgrading of
knowledge and skills and provision of necessary infrastructure support is crucial to enhanced and
equitable service provision.

4.3.3 Information sources

In order to decide on the best information channels and the design of awareness raising strategies on
ADR and CMB, as a specific activity area of the SEDR project, the KAP survey sought information on
information sources that are generally accessed by the randomly selected respondents. The aim
behind the collection of this set of data is for it to provide a sound basis for a targeted information
campaign.

Sources used to access information about government services vary on the basis of age, ethnicity
and education. When asked about their most trusted information source on available government
services, main sources mentioned by those interviewed were the television (71 per cent), radio (42
per cent), word of mouth (21 per cent), social media (18 per cent) and newspapers (12 per cent).
Whilst television is the main trusted information on government services across all ages, the younger
generation seeks such information from social media, news websites, digital messaging apps and video
services (Figure 23). The older generation in comparison are more likely to seek out information in
printed newspapers. The Sinhala respondents rank television as a source much higher than others at
86 per cent. Respondents from the Northern Province indicate that they seek information from
television (50%), and equally from the radio (50%) as well. The educated are more likely to seek
information via electronic sources such as news websites, online newspapers, social media (e.g., 40%
amongst those with degrees vs 6% with no schooling) and digital messaging applications. The Sinhala
community in the surveyed project districts are likely to source the information from Sinhala media
whilst the Tamils and Muslims are likely to source it in Tamil.

Figure 23: The most trusted information source on available government services
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Note 1: Multiple selection of sources was allowed

Note 2: Whilst the trends shown in the graph are logical in terms of usage of the different types of media by the
relevant age groups, it needs to be noted that many of the data points are based on less than 10 observations.
For example, 18-19 age group, only Television, radio and social media have 10 more responses.

The media sources were frequented every day (61 per cent) and as needed (30 per cent). In terms of
time, most responded that it would be between 7 pm and 1 am (61 per cent), followed by between 4-
7 p.m. and before 8 a.m. Respondents from Colombo overwhelmingly (95%) indicate that they access
media sources after 7p.m. and their access prior to 8 a.m. is very low (5%). In contrast, those classifying
themselves as retired, in addition to accessing media sources after 7p.m. (61%), are also likely to state
accessing media prior to 8 a.m., more (42%) than the observed norm (Figure 24).

Figure 24: Time accessing the main media sources
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The main television channels for trusted information on government services mentioned by the
Sinhala respondents are the private channels of Hiru, Derana, Sirasa and Swarnavahini, followed by
the government-owned channels of ITN and Sri Lanka Rupavahini (TV) Corporation. Amongst Tamil
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respondents, the main Tamil television channels were Shakthi and Vasantham. In terms of radio, the
response rate amongst Sinhala speakers was very low and amongst Tamil speakers Sooriyan FM
featured prominently followed by Shakthi FM (Figure 25). In terms of social media, 14 per cent of the
total sample stated they find information on Facebook; another 4 per cent state they get their
information through WhatsApp/Viber. Three (3) per cent of the total sample stated that they find
information through YouTube, a video sharing application. Qualitative discussions clearly revealed
that it was the younger age group, below 30, that were mostly using social media and messaging apps
such as WhatsApp for accessing information.

Figure 25: Main television and radio channels mentioned as sources for information on available
government services
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Notes:
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Channels with at least 9 per cent responses. Denominator used: Reported mother tongue

As the below Figure 26 shows, around 66 per cent of the respondents stated that either they or their
families had access to the internet, with most accessing the internet through a smart phone (78%).
Only 24% had access to a computer. There was considerable district-wide variation in access to the
internet: slightly more than half of the respondents in the districts of Mannar, Ampara and
Monaragala had access whereas 93% of the respondents in Colombo had access to the internet,
pointing towards inequalities in access (Figure 27). The FGD participants stated that they do not use
smart phones as often as their children do and that their preferred information source was still
mainstream media. The youth in FGDs stated that apart from social media, they also access
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government information websites to access news and other information such as gazettes. Some of
the CSO representatives stated that they have created WhatsApp and Viber groups for ease of
information sharing especially during the COVID-19 related travel restrictions and that they continue
to use these to communicate messages with their members.

Figure 26: Respondent or | Figure 27: Respondent or family has access to internet
family has equipment to
connect to the internet
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5. CONCLUSIONS

Knowledge

The most common types of disputes in the respondents’ community include disputes with neighbours,
land related disputes, criminal activities, domestic violence and loan-related disputes. Respondents
identified the police as a key ADR actor (69%), followed by government officials (61%) and CMB (27%).
In comparison to other ethnic groups, Sri Lankan Moor overwhelmingly (63%) identify religious leaders
as a main actor in ADR, with women (22%) being slightly less likely to identify religious leaders as an
ADR mechanism compared to men (25%).

In general, people know of the existence of the CMB, but knowledge on its purpose, how it operates,
how to access the CMB and the composition of the CMB varies. Knowledge on CMBs was weaker
among younger age cohorts, women and Sri Lankan Tamil and Moors. Youth were in general unaware
of CMBs and they lack knowledge on the purpose of CMBs. While the lack of awareness raising
material and campaigns contribute to this lack of understanding, contextual factors such as the
location, a history of displacement and other crisis-related experience, further impact people’s
understanding of CMBs. This lack of knowledge in the detail and the purpose served or service offered
by CMB, could be considered to be limiting men and women from accessing the service offered by
CMB, when faced with a dispute.

As a prominent actor involved in resolving disputes, the police are perceived to be managing disputes
well, although this perception changes when the nuances of effectiveness or reasons why certain
actors, including police, are considered to be managing disputes well, are taken into consideration.
The police are seen to be following relatively more ‘adversarial like’ steps and an approach to dispute
resolution, while the other mechanisms and actors are seen to have different strengths. For example,
people perceive the interest-based approach of CMBs to dispute resolution to be effective, and
therefore of value. Further, respondents perceived that in case of a community or personal issue, they
were most likely to get justice from the police, but at a comparatively higher cost in terms of time and
money. Further, although respondents cited police as a party that manages dispute resolution well,
their ideal composition of an ADR forum would include government officials, such as the Grama
Niladhari, village elders and religious leaders.

Only 46 per cent of the disputants stated that privacy is provided at the CMBs with women being more
uncertain about privacy being provided at CMB. Given that a significant number of more women,
compared to men, have taken sensitive disputes such as domestic violence to ADR mechanisms,
assurance of privacy is critical for ADR and CMB specifically.

Knowledge on CMB, including the details of the processes followed etc. is primarily shaped by whether
one has accessed a CMB or not. This tendency points towards gaps in mechanisms available to
disseminate information on CMBs to the general public. As per the survey, the levels of awareness are
high mostly among those who had accessed the CMBs to address their disputes or had helped their
peers in the process. In the study districts, people access CMBs and ADR mechanisms primarily to find
out the facts of the disputes. This is largely due to the fact that ADRs, especially CMBs focus more on
understanding the disputes than providing a judgement. The process allows people to reflect on
disputes and understand each other’s perspectives on how a dispute occurred and provides space for
a negotiated settlement.

Knowledge/awareness about the ADR in general is influenced by access and proximity. The police for
instance becomes the most known dispute resolution mechanism among the people due to this
reason. The religious institutions, especially among the Muslim communities is considered a
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prominent ADR mechanism. This is largely due the fact that Muslims, as opposed to other
communities, are closer to the religious institutions given their constant interactions. The mosques
among the Muslim communities have an established board that meets regularly to deal with day-to-
day affairs of the people who belong to that particular mosque. Therefore, dealing with disputes
becomes an inherent duty of such a board. The study revealed that other religious institutions, such
as Hindu temples and catholic churches, too get involved in managing disputes within their
constituency. However, the nature of disputes taken up, the process followed and the modality of
operation of each of the religious institutions are different and context specific.

The presence of other ADR mechanisms such as Peace committees, reconciliation boards, civil
protection committees are evident through the research. The study indicates that these mechanisms
are rather ad hoc, and their operation is needs-based. Nevertheless, these systems are better geared
towards addressing or diffusing certain types of tensions and disputes emerging as ethnic or religious
disputes or conflicts. Further, the presence of ADR mechanisms at community level help prevent
tensions escalating into bigger conflicts or even violence. These efforts will help achieve harmony and
overall peace among communities.

Attitudes

When asked for their first choice on who manages dispute resolution well in their area, 35 per cent
perceived the police, followed by government officials (17 per cent), religious leaders (17 per cent)
and CMBs. However, when asked for perceived reasons as to why people think mechanisms are
effective (of those that are selected as most effective), a diverse and actor-specific range of perceived
reasons explaining the effectiveness of dispute resolution mechanisms emerge. Hence, while people
may view/perceive the police as the best in resolving disputes because of the authority and the power
they wield and perceived ease of access and response times, distance and language barriers may make
them less inclined to use the police. Further, respondents perceived that in case of a community or
personal issue, they were most likely to get justice from the police, but at a comparatively higher
cost in terms of time and money. Further, the police were accused of being biased and corrupt, during
the qualitative discussions. Another reason why people opt not to approach formal methods of
dispute resolution is the possible social stigma that may be attached to them eventually. Some of
these perceived weaknesses were associated with CMBs too. While Community Mediation Boards are
perceived as helping maintain social cohesion, long-held contentions regarding perceived
discrimination on the basis of caste, money and social status were cited as reasons that can reduce
the effectiveness of the CMBs. As the section on awareness indicated, the role of religious institutions
in resolving/settling disputes is central among the Muslim communities and their role is legitimised
primarily through trust and the perceived privacy it allows. However, given that the current study
sample does not capture sufficient numbers of observations on people who had been to religious
institutions to conclude on the effectiveness of the religious institutions (including to what extent they
are inclusive), their ability to give space and voice to the women concerned and the impact of social
hierarchies on dispute resolution practices and processes is not clear.

In terms of the perceptions on composition of ADR mechanisms, while equal representation of men
and women as ADR members is viewed as important, long-held gendered notions also lead to
guestions regarding women as viable ADR actors, including mediators. However, when further
disaggregating this number by sex, the preference among a majority of male respondents as well as
among women respondents were to have a male chair of the forum, highlighting the gendered social
norms of ‘middle-aged man’ as the typical mediator or chairperson.
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Practices

People’s practices of approaching the ADR mechanisms emerge from their or their peers’ experience
with such systems. Therefore, the same people who ranked the police for their ability to resolve
disputes, indicate that the outcomes of the resolution provided by the police is not as satisfactory as
CMBs. The processual nature of the CMBs, the ability to communicate in local languages used and the
sustainability of outcomes lead to high levels of satisfaction among the disputants who take their
disputes to the CMBs. Further, greater participation, flexibility of the system and range of choices
offered by the ADR systems, especially CMBs are some reasons that can be cited as people’s
preference for this system. However, as indicated in the analysis, the push for ADR mechanisms to
resolve the grievances of the people from certain vulnerable and poor groups because of the ‘low
cost’ option may deprive them from accessing formal judicial processes. A careful examination of the
groups accessing these mechanisms needs to be carried out and measures need to be taken to prevent
such situations.

However, given that only a few access CMBs, as per the survey, the knowledge on CMB remain very
limited among the general public. Amongst the randomly selected respondents of the six survey
districts, a clear majority (85% of the total sample) stated that they have not been to a CMB. Further,
only half (50%) of the respondents state that they are likely to make use of a CMB to resolve a dispute
whilst 32 per cent of the respondents stated that they are not likely to make use of the CMB to resolve
a dispute. Youth (18-19 year olds) are even less likely to make use of CMBs. These trends clearly point
towards the need to increase awareness on CMBs, its mandate, functionalities, composition,
especially focusing on the mechanism as a service offered to the public, enabling financial and time
savings.

Skills, competencies and support required for CMBs

Most mediators were of the view that the five-day training offered at recruitment was very useful as
it included multiple aspects on mediation. However, the mediators and the MTOs were of the view
that a ‘refresher course’ - offered at regular intervals - on principles of interest-based mediation and
the process of mediation was needed to ensure a better service to the community. In terms of
resources, the lack of IT equipment and the need for training for better information management,
data collection, effective follow-up and monitoring were highlighted by the mediators, chairpersons
and MTOs.
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6. RECOMMENDATIONS

Design and launch a targeted approach for awareness creation on accessing and the process of ADR
in general and CMBs specifically by SEDR with the support of other relevant agencies

Strengthen awareness among the relevant government officials: Systematic and repeated awareness
raising on CMBs in particular and ADR in general, including the specific details of the process followed
during CMB and ADR in general, among the relevant government officials is required. Considering the
busy schedules of these government officers, targeted, specific and effective programmes should be
developed, with certain elements of a Training of Trainers (ToT) included, in order to take the
messages across to the other tiers of the government, relevant non-government/CSOs and general
public. Ensuring retention of knowledge among these government officials to be passed onto new
batches of officials that get appointed through transfers should be facilitated through the ToT
approach. The Development Officers (DOs) in charge of mediation should be made the focal points for
these awareness raising campaigns among the relevant government officials. A non-comprehensive
list of such officials include:

* District Secretary and relevant officials at the District Secretariat

* Divisional Secretary, Land officers, Colonisation officers, Mediation Development Officer,
Women Development Officers, Counselling officers, Probation officers, and Child Rights
Protection Officers, Administration (officer of) Grama Niladhari, at the DSD level

*  Samurdhi officers, Economic Development Officers, Grama Niladhari at the GN level
*  Public Health Midwife and Public Health Inspectors

Strengthen awareness among the public: A public information campaign with the objective of
awareness raising and knowledge enhancement focusing on ADR in general and CMBs specifically
should focus more on groups that have shown a higher interest such as youth with education
levels up to A/Ls and students in schools. Similarly, specific targeted strategies should be
developed to involve the older groups and those living in Colombo, based on their preferred
information sources. The use of mass media, TV and Radio to create awareness targeting the older
generation, in the appropriate local language (target prime time, use state and private media) is
recommended. Further, social media should be used to reach out to the youth and the
involvement of the National Youth Services Council should be sought to get the messages across
to the youth, using age and language appropriate messaging. Given the low rates of access to
internet in the districts of Monaragala, Mannar and Ampara, awareness campaign modes should
focus more on ‘offline’ methods and tools when targeting those districts. Other recommendations
on specific awareness raising strategies include:

*  Use WhatsApp groups set up by the Grama Niladhari and CSOs such as Women'’s Societies to
share posts raising awareness and to share information on the dates and times that the
CMBs meet

*  Systematically implement well-designed, language-appropriate, short awareness creation
programmes for schools

* Include or increase the coverage of knowledge and skills on dispute resolution in the school
curriculum, including specific detailed knowledge on CMBs

* Use of CSOs and village level societies/collectives meeting spaces and time slots to conduct
awareness sessions, facilitated and led ideally by government officials such as the
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Development Officer in charge of mediation at the respective DSD or the Chairperson of the
respective DSD. These societies include the Death Donation/Benevolent Society in the
majority Sinhala speaking areas, as its meetings are attended by at least one member of a
family, Rural Development Societies and Women’s Rural Development Societies. At such
meetings or awareness raising sessions, the use of interactive case study/success stories
methods and not just a speech-based approach is recommended.

Use of the government officials at different levels starting from District Secretariat to Grama
Niladhari. At the GN level there are 4-5 government officials who are responsible for one DSD;
awareness raising should be designed and delivered with them as the main focal points.
Through such an approach, the skills and knowledge required to carry out such awareness
raising sessions and activities will remain within an already existing mechanism, ensuring
sustainability of the efforts and resources invested during development project cycles such as
the SEDR.

Plan and conduct mobile CMB demonstrations planned and implemented over a 2-3 month
period, covering all the GNDs within a DSD, to raise awareness

Conduct an assessment of costs saved by going through community mediation boards to be
fed into the awareness creation programmes

Content creation and design of information and awareness campaigns should explicitly highlight the
strengths identified by the KAP survey respondents: Framing of the main messages should include
cost being low or no costs, shorter process, trust on the process and the solutions being effective,
specially highlighting the strengths of interest-based mediation. Comparisons with formal
mechanisms and other actors such as the police and courts in terms of cost and time saving should be
highlighted. Means of accessing ADR including CMBs should be stressed, given that a significant
number of those who have accessed CMBs have done so through referrals. Clear and concise guidance
on the documentation required and knowledge on next steps to take, if a CMB decision is not
satisfactory should also be included in such a campaign.

Conduct skills and knowledge improvement sessions for ADR actors, including religious leaders

Focus on strengthening knowledge and skills of those engaged in dispute resolution in
religious institutions and other ADR mechanisms such as government officials, especially the
Grama Niladhari. Strengthen these mechanisms with emphasis on the importance of creating
an equal space for both disputants. A training or awareness session on gendered
considerations in the dispute resolution process is recommended to those who are involved
in these dispute resolution mechanisms. Perceptions of ‘bias’ that are attached to ADR in
general should be discussed during these sessions, illustrated by practical examples or case
studies, stressing the need to demonstrate that ‘justice is served’ by following certain
processes and procedures.

It should also be noted that most of these religious institutes take up cases from the respective
religious communities. Therefore, it is important to consider the influence of religious thought
and related dynamics in designing the trainings for these institutes. Further the diversity in
these institutions should also be noted. The involvement of religious institutions in resolving
the disputes is not uniform across the board as they use more localised, customised processes.

Share research evidence with relevant authorities of the Sri Lanka Police. Focus must be
placed on the need to work on trust, confidence building, eliminating biases and addressing
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allegations of corruption. This would particularly apply to handling cases of domestic violence
where gaps in service provision by the police and formal mechanisms are highlighted.

Recommendations specific for CMBs to be implemented by Ministry of Justice, MBC with financial
and technical support from development partners where necessary and applicable

Incorporate services of Development Officers in-charge of mediation to increase effectiveness of
CMBs through stronger coordination with relevant MTOs and Chairpersons: Obtaining the services
of the Development Officer in charge of mediation at the DSD will ensure effectiveness and efficiency
of the CMB. As a first step, the vacant positions of the DOs should be filled and they should be made
part of any awareness raising campaign, so that they can act as the focal point for implementation,
coordination and monitoring of the campaign’s effectiveness through follow-up. As stated above, DOs
should act as the focal points to coordinate awareness raising campaigns at the provincial or district
levels.

Follow-up of settled cases: Periodical sharing of experiences and learning across CMBs within a
District (once in two months), within a Province (once in six months) and at the national level (once a
year) and including the participation of the relevant MTOs is also recommended. These sessions
should be structured and limited to a suitable duration to ensure maximum active participation; the
venue must be chosen in consultation with the trainees, to ensure access. During these sessions,
challenges faced in dispute resolution, strategies used to resolve particularly complex cases and
lessons learned for future resolution processes should be discussed and documented.

Mediator appointment: The CMBs need to focus more on the composition of the boards, especially
the age and sex. The boards should contain experienced older members as well as relatively younger
members, including an equitable number of women, capacitated to carry out the mediation tasks. It
is also important to continue to encourage and recruit women members to CMBs given the nature of
family disputes brought before CMBs.

The mediator recruitment process must be publicised more widely among the government officials
and suitable community-level volunteers to ensure a better candidate pool to select from. This
publicising could happen via regular meetings for government officials at the DSD and District
Secretariat level, via instant messaging groups for government officials and via CSO level meetings as
well as via the Grama Niladharis. In addition to the standard recruitment process, it is recommended
that an assessment of socio-cultural aptitude levels of new candidates is carried out, through the use
of questionnaires comprising social issues and suitable responses.

While recognising the importance of the nominations in the recruitment processes, the concerns
regarding the ‘elite capture’ in such process remains. Therefore, it will be prudent to revisit the
‘nominations only’ path to become a mediator and follow a more inclusive process where those who
do not have access to nominations can also be included as mediators, if interested.

Conducting a continuous assessment and updating of training requirements of MTOs and mediators
is recommended. For MTOs, new up-to-date knowledge on mediation from different ‘schools of
thought’ should be provided, combined with skills on innovative training methods and tools. For
mediators:
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e Short training modules focusing on improving key dimensions of mediation skills, especially on
legal aspects in handling the land disputes, being gender sensitive during the process, mediation
skills, and improved problem-solving skills should be made available. These modules should be
conducted once or twice a year in order to improve knowledge retention and ensure effective
application of knowledge and skills to the mediation process.

e Short training sessions on skills in counselling and training on how to handle tense situations as
well as the resultant stress to the mediator were also requested by mediators and recommended
by other stakeholders, given the nature of work that the mediators have to engage in.

Design and implementation of a comprehensive, centralised, linked Management of Information
System

e Introduction or completion of the centralised, uniform database management with periodic
systematic updates

e Strengthening monitoring, mentoring, supervision and advisory efforts across the whole
community mediation mechanism including mediators, chairpersons, MTOs and the Mediation
Board Commission

Ensure and facilitate privacy within the space where CMBs are conducted: The community mediation
board venue must be reconsidered within reasonable parameters ensuring protection of privacy of
the disputants when cases are taken up for discussion, while ensuring ease of access through public
transport.

Increase access to ADR and CMB through mobile service provision to be implemented by CMB and
Ministry of Justice:

Given the access constraints highlighted by respondents, mobile CMBs should be planned and
implemented, in consultation with the relevant government officials at the district and the divisional
secretariat levels, by identifying the clear need for such clinics.

Introduction of special mediation boards to handle financial disputes*’ and on land into those
districts that do not have such boards functioning at the moment. These Special Mediation Boards
will reduce the workload within the CMBs and provide time and space for mediation of disputes other
than those that come under these categories.

42 Established via The Gazette of the Democratic Social Republic of Sri Lanka (21 December 2021). No. 2259-11.
The Mediation (Special Categories of Disputes) Act, No. 21 of 2003. Order under Sections 2, 3 and 8. Accessed
via: Department of Government Printing http://www.documents.gov.lk/en/exgazette.php
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ANNEX 1: QUANTITATIVE SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

QUANTITATIVE SURVEY INSTRUMENT: SUPPORTING EFFECTIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION IN SRI
LANKA

LOCATION AND IDENTIFICATION — VERIFICATION QUESTIONS [A]

MY NAME IS . | AM AN ENUMERATOR/RESEARCHER WITH THE CENTRE FOR POVERTY ANALYSIS CONDUCTING A STUDY
ON BEHALF OF A PROJECT ON SUPPORTING EFFECTIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION (SEDR) IN SRI LANKA. THE QUESTIONS WILL BE
ON KNOWLEDGE, ATTITUDE AND PRACTICES RELATED TO DISPUTE RESOLUTION. THE INTERVIEW WILL TAKE ABOUT 30
MINUTES. ALL THE INFORMATION WE OBTAIN WILL REMAIN STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL AND PERSONALLY IDENTIFIABLE

INFORMATION (PII) WILL NOT BE ANALYSED. ARE YOU WILLING TO PARTICIPATE? BY AGREEING TO BE INVOLVED IN THIS SURVEY, WE
WILL BE ABLE TO LEARN FROM YOUR EXPERIENCE AND YOUR VIEWS

WE ARE CHOOSING EVERY 3%/ 5™ HOUSEHOLD IN YOUR VILLAGE/ URBAN AREA. EVERY PERSON IN THIS NEIGHBOURHOOD HAS
AN EQUAL CHANCE OF BEING INCLUDED IN THIS STUDY. YOUR HOUSEHOLD HAS BEEN CHOSEN BY CHANCE. WE WISH TO
CHOOSE A PERSON RANDOMLY BETWEEN THE AGES OF 18-70 IN YOUR HOUSEHOLD TO DO THE INTERVIEW. COULD
| HAVE THE NAMES OF THE PERSONS AT HOME. (DO NOT READ OUT FOLLOWING - CONFIRM THAT THE PERSONS
SUGGESTED ARE MENTALLY AND PHYSICALLY ABLE TO ANSWER QUESTIONS. WRITE THE NAMES ON ‘LOT PAPERS’
PROVIDED AND ASK ONE OF THE HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS TO DRAW OUT ONE)

BEFORE COMMENCING THE INTERVIEW, | WOULD LIKE TO EMPHASISE THAT THERE ARE NO RIGHT OR WRONG ANSWERS TO THE
QUESTIONS. LET US NOW START WITH A FEW GENERAL QUESTIONS ABOUT YOURSELF.
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OB 70D 08 wewo (OB 5O B ¢ AV Gewes ¥ ©wWdBE HBIOBOD VB WD CEDY) D .

s Aed yedned 0ed/mvied ©® emdn wy 58D Bede endd v5 D @50 & and VDed Bdee
endcens ¢1». 38 088 Red Bdewsy Dwes 18-70 g6 emenym 0@ Deersy @mdcens) mdD®D
8¢ 0535, @0 BDewl 953 aved 5O BusIs yedsie ? (0®® o0 &5y td evnagens et BwLdsID.
8€ ¥lOCRWB umnBm v eWeRH Drews’ yEm DEY ¢F¥nd 800 vif eewme WL YWY WOHBIB.
Boed o@dmesied O 880 ¥ S8 emcem ©8dwsl WoOIH. 957 o & amdsy O »HOn
omI0exIzN s BDed r@18mewrnersy 9E S5 )

ae B8xY @) G YA DEO B0 owd 108 BET 050818 gm0 Ded gdeadddw ¢nd 8EnT G@08w wife.
Q2 BEAeD 0@ y&dm BBl yedaw CR®mBO0 ¢dwd umg).

Al. MAY | START NOW? presr @QuiGuimgy Ggmmisemon? ©® ¢1253 g@zndBe §10@® »OmIme?
O Yes [01], permission is given go to A2 and then begin the interview. @® [01], 0es6 =8 eq @m0
Se» ydmre 8OO womDLD 26®Y WOBIH
O WNo [02], permission is not given SURVEY TAKES YOU TO “ALT”. Can you tell me an alternative time
on which I can call you? Note down the time. If no time is provided inform supervisor. zy;»
[02], 3De50 @230 8) g5 @0 & esewn @O 00Oz E@ezym. 9@ 0dE® Euwo w2z, @dmz'
080z & covery 2 ® aleer eI ® ¢demd )@ e¢z)m.

A2. GPS:
GPS gow

A3. INTERVIEWER NAME GrrupsLd QeuiLieudler O Liwg
0o D% B¢ wosIvned mHe:!

A5. NAME OF THE RESPONDENT w@evaflLiLiauflesr
Quuwig: BEnd G ecsirzned 5H®

A4. SUPERVISOR NAME g¢&=een BE@adwed 5H®
Guopunienaiwmerfer O Liwig

Select Name Select Name .......coovvviiviiiie e
LOCATION ADDRESS?

AB. DISTRICT womeus” i_ib SedGsme

47. DIv. SEC. DIVISION NJC&HE Q&L S
e g odf. emdinaes A10.  CONTACT NUMBER (IN CASE CLARIFICATIONS ARE

A8.GRAMA NILADHARI DIVISION/ NUMBER
Sgmo GFaus L9flay ©® BER8 Ded/gomw

A9. HOUSE NUMBER/ “NAME” &fL" () @)evssLd /
"QLwg" Boows gomwlm®

NECESSARY):

Qsr_flwgsd (OgeleyLIHSS®SaN @6uFuiLb)
OO gomes ( BBwWO® gDEdNOmE w®IBTR w6
OB gdaw edas):

All.  SEX Limed BoBmmoes A12.  AGE SHOW FLASHCARD
Male -1 awgl (Csaleyu®ss6 oL Lmw ST (H%)
Female — 2 Dwes
Other -3 18-19
20-24
25-49
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50-59
60-64

65 and above wpmid Groed | 65 e 8O O&

Al13. PRIMARY LANGUAGE (MOTHER
TONGUE) gmuiQwmf) §E ©o@id (00 de)
SINHALA — 1 @ misenid 8o
TAMIL=-2 g01p @¢®c
ENGLISH — 3 gy mi@evid oG8
OTHER — 4 Gougy 00y

Al14.  OTHER LANGUAGE KNOWN (WRITING)
(WSIUBSNG ASHHS Ceuml AmMseT
¢5¥5%0 DB w@dsy (BEE0)

SINHALA — 1 @migarid BowE
TAMIL=2 5101p @¢®c
ENGLISH — 3 g mi&levid @o§E
OTHER — 4 Goumy @0y

A15.  OTHER LANGUAGE KNOWN (SPEAK)
CUsIBME CBHHS GCaim
QLDITI'@H:GTT ¢5IBN @OBB D5y
(2228800)

SINHALA — 1 @Eisenid BowE
TAMIL—-2 g18p ec®¢g
ENGLISH — 3 gy miSlevih 9-GE
OTHER — 4 Gougy 00y

A16.  ETHNICITY @aib sm080w

SINHALA — 1 @migeraug 8o

SRI LANKAN TAMIL— 2 @avsienss s10ipi & Gomon
eoc®g

INDIAN TAMIL -3 @BSHws FLpT @5Iewr) @c®g

SRI LANKAN MOOR- 4 @ ovmiensd Garesi § Como
QE®

MALAY =5 evmuwg ©0E

BURGER — 6 upmi@uwiadded

OTHER — 7 Goumy 00

Al7. HIGHEST EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT OF THE
RESPONDENT
F&56I6 SIHLIGUT OLIDP(BSGLD 2 Wi SIS
FEOFHELD
BENTI G @cIvned 9uE® a0
SIa<lalc)
NO SCHOOLING — 1 Limt_gmepev QFaavaledenev
08 @28 @
UPTO GRADE 5 —2 9415 516 H55) D830 5 ¢z
UPTO O/L— 3 @y 16 5015 H$H) e0.08¢€. 5o
QUALIFIED O/L— 4 grgmgest 01d PSS Sadava)
SABD G (Q)eHETIITET 830.08 €. 5O
UPTO A/L—5 1 15 H3H ¢ eoed 0B ¢m3Do
QUALIFIED A/L — 6 2 wisrd 939 oG
SUBD G @Q)EEHTIITET &t 0B O
DEGREE AND ABOVE — 7 w1’ g Litg LiLjib
S0 G CLogiLd ¢e08We8 e 8O 9w
SPECIAL EDUCATION — 8 &p i) s60ef pmed /
FpmIF0 ST g S asnm G

Al8. HIGHEST EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT AMONGST
RESPONDENT HOUSEHOLD
B0 BTG afL 19 a1aTCarTd QO LDPBSGLD D
2 W 06N FOHELD
BEnT Gh ecimryed e gw G &8 9w E®
W08 96ea©
NO SCHOOLING — 1 Lim_sremev Glaaewalledenev 08
@508
UPTO GRADE 5 —2 9415 g1 5 DS 5 ¢z
UPTO O/L— 3 @y 16 5015 H3H) e0.05¢€. 3o
QUALIFIED O/L — 4 grgmyest 01d PSS S00S ISP G
@) e» T TET 60. 0B, B3O
UPTO A/L—5 1 15 P3G ¢ 8588 053¢ Do
QUALIFIED A/L — 6 2 wiiggib PSP jcdevd HSDG
@ ewniTer ¢85t @B OB
DEGREE AND ABOVE — 7 it 1 gafl Lig LiLjib S0 @
GogLh ¢B8d ww 80 9ug
special education — 8 apiiy seval spmed /
SPWIS0HTTL_g SEBG &N

A19.MAIN ECONOMIC ACTIVITY IN THE PAST SIX
MONTHS?
$L_B5 0 1% snevmIsars FH UL GeudbLd L9gsmer
au@GLTeTSL b Ceupur®? (Bmiser
QsmACereidled G UGS TBiseT?)
838w @it w6 PE VVed dBw BFOG POE?

Engaged in economic activity - 1 g5
Qsmfedled FHLL 1Y HSF B0 BYwn

A20. WHAT IS YOUR MARITAL STATUS?
o BTG H(HLOGRT Blew v 6166 ? D@ SOz
28000 DO
MARRIED (REGISTERED)=1 @ pLoewriomastau s

(LB e QewiuLiLL 1y BSS®) BDwm (BoLImyH )

NEVER MARRIED =2 @)(5LoGwTLO M TH6 T DD
COHABITING =3 @Q)ewenrBgy aUmLpged OO Datscs I
SEPARATED =4 19/ aunpsed @050 Datscs 05
DIVORCED =5 afleunsggsnereud & mend
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Seeking for and available to work — 2
QsmflClevrarenpenais GsBsed dBwr S8
(0B @By

Student — 3 wrewreug &S

Household activities — 4 af."®1L1 QuimmLiy
Cauemevsar Boew OO

Retired — 5 guiey CupHBSHD BGEOm

UNABLE TO WORK (TOO OLD / DISABLE) — 6
Qsmelled FHLG Ly wrew (P
awsTIL L g @uereniol Gpmui) (Dwesm
Bl g8 m) DRBZOD em0w

OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) — 7 Goupy (@8L1L90 %)
e (¢lDsinm)

WIDOW/WIDOWER =6 aflsenai/sLismf ©155¢8)
ABANDONED eogafl_tiLi L eug %S @ e

A21. DO YOU OR YOUR FAMILY MEMBER HAVE

b515CarT 2jeDevg 2 BISH6TH & GLDLIS S 6D

2 airer @(HeuGm

R0 evd vhec gewn 8RO

DESKTOP/ LAPTOP/ COMPUTER - 1?

sewref)( Loy & entewd)/ GLoew 55 & ewressd]

®USH B FPiserT? 880 mmen Bedg?

SMART PHONE -2
vl &G LF o (OB Bede?
SMART TV = 3 abwomgL” 1o af) e52 01 12500832
Bede?

A22. DO YOU OR YOUR FAMILY MEMBER HAVE ACCESS TO

INTERNET?

bm1s%Gart gedwgl 2 mF6aTg &BHLOLSH@TCTT Q)6 FolpL
UPenw g C\FmessT (B aTaiisarT?
20 evd ARed vHeE @8mewnd esIndHE snE®O
Bede?
1. YES <946 @D
2. NO @avewev 9™

A23.  FAMILY RECEIVES SAMURDHI ASSISTANCE?
o2 B &GO FLpFSH 2 safleww L QLpPmsn?
BHE S N6 CABTesIE?
1. YES g6 ®®
2. NO game sy»

A24. DAY /MONTH / YEAR OF INTERVIEW: [BITEIT /

LOT&LD / CHi&memTedlsst oy, 6001(h':
20 DBD BOHO Eres , a8 o BB

Y Y S
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KNOWLEDGE (B)

2y (B)
a® (B)
Dispute Types

1.

Disputes with
the neighbours
S WGVaTH@HL_
GO TGS FFF[T6Y ST
aeCO18wsy
8®® g0HE
Gang Violence
GW aaTLrD
08y Bowrrwsy
Criminal
activity

GDDF
Crweur®Ear
&e000) B
Elections
related
CaizaL_er
Q@mgyu e
63 6YH 6T
OBOCm qﬁo@fb
Youth clashes
@)emarEnis@ps
& QenL_ulevres
Gorged »C e
@19@

Land use/
Land

ownership
& Tewst]

2 LGurRGs/
Fresst) o flenip
Qs mL_fLneTemal
98)®

80 6/8B8®
Displacement
(involuntary)

Bl WHAT ARE THE
MAIN 5 TYPES
OF DISPUTES
THAT OCCUR IN
YOUR
COMMUNITY
DURING THE
PAST 12
MONTHS?

SLHG 12 1O
SMeuLILG &
ufev
2 MIG6NG)
FeLNSG Gl6L
6T60T63T
6UEMS
F& G656
HSLHH®S
&l6dTM60T? (5
51l20]))
Qzfley
QFIls)

*§ 86160
Gesifluuey
(H&SITesT
«9_4@6?4!91,55
60: 615 5601601
6T6OTLIEN & &
©MN&5I5
Q& mevor(h
LOM&SITLOED

B2

ABOUT
TYPE OF
DISPUTE
*ENUMERA
TOR
INSTRUCTI
ON-THE
NUMBER OF
QUESTION
SETS
SHOULD
CORRESPO
ND WITH
THE
NUMBER
ENTERED
INB1.1*
&09E O8ow
8Eaed
*©m0m 0
2e2535%0
cueed -
8EnG @e8d
oe» B1.1
G OO
6@ B @n
o* GEET6Y
660G
QGmL[urm
& *§&H6U6L
Gesflluey
(H&STeT

aiflemis
&60: B1.1

B2A HOW MANY

OF THIS
TYPE OF
DISPUTE
WERE
REPORTED
TO
RELEVANT
PARTIES?
(IF DONT
KNOW,
ENTER
99999)

Anhg UM

F&&r6Yser
60
618 & 6063,
FLOUbHSLILI
[
SrLiNeorifl
LD L&ITI}
QEuwIIuL
(Bertengy?
(S16UTSEh
&G
Qgflwime
1q.63T 9999
6T601&
GIERICED)
é&i'l[zul_u_'@

aTeng?

B3 HOW MANY

OF THIS
TYPE OF
DISPUTE
WERE
RESOLVED
DURING THE
PAST 12
MONTHS? (IF
DONT
KNOW,
ENTER
99999)
SLH& 12
DTS
STeVLILG S
uqNeL FrHhs
6UEMS
FE G656
618 &6 60T
E7ssUUL
l9.(H&GLD?
(SIS 655
(G
Qglwime
lq 65T 9999
6T601S
GIIURICED)
sgBw ©aws
122 =@
DS e®®
309 E 8w
OB

B4 HOW
MANY
CASES
OF THIS
TYPE OF
DISPUTE
REMAINS
UNRESOL
VED
DURING
THE PAST
12
MONTHS?
(IF DONT
KNOW,
ENTER
99999)
BLHS
12 101G
&mevLiu
GSHuiev,
Qbs
6UM G
F&E6YS
[3(i[3¥)

618 &6 60T
At
gie)
SIT6uuTLIL
L_TLD6VL
Ay
601D 60T?

B5 HOW
MANY
TIMES
DID
THIS
DISPUT
E
RECUR
IN THE
PAST 12
MONTH
S? (IF
DONT
KNOW,
ENTER
99999)
&/ggmfslu
FIFTO B
afled
@) alenaeu
& W TesT
FEFT
LBessT ()LD
BB BB
$8mg ?
s Be
®aes 1220
[S10%o7
eSS
GIOIO)
08¢
D&®e
@8O
DB
590D

BeOriony

B6 WHO

WOULD
YOU SAY
WAS
ACTIVE IN
RESOLVIN
G THIS
TYPE OF
DISPUTE IN
YOUR
COMMUNIT
Y?

EWAY-301 7]
FeLpBS G0
FEFTCYHCO TS
8issl
eULILIGGD
(LPGOGOTLIL|L_GST
QuEGLTS
oT W) gestd
Glamedaliser?
Red ysd
DE 00O®
209 D8vw
Bes®

0@ Vewsy
Bwwomnd =8
3 Boslesy
B»YG5IC?

PoLicE
Qumrelew

©0E8w
COURT
B&LoeTD LD
8w
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l(—IGU.Lb@l—IU.JD'GlJ . SI6M6) Eeo1 0®® ¢:09E D8vw OB (SI6UTS e? GOVERNMEN

BRTOGTFFID 6261Q6UT6dT LHIES e Bormsenas EHEHS (e20¢ T OFFICIAL
») 58Sy mi U,‘D@”—ILD SLDEOTITS y&remwnl Hede? Q,&)Iﬂu_lﬂ Yoy (GN/ PHM,
288 5® GaL Eallb . (26 (evresioss . 5O, DS,

8. Abuse 6)LD) Qm&s ENCELEE »®, 99999 elilig o7 99999 SAMURDHI
of/damaging of og8e Sw 12 Geuevor(h'Ld O Do8m0 o) 9999 cOsI) OFFICER,
natural BE ded Pode? 6T60TH DISTRICT
resources Yo € oY [B2.1.] TYPE (emesdonss &mMUIN(® SECRETARY)
Qup™s s §268CE S OF DISPUTE 5®, 99999 %) 2 TETEIS
QUGTBISHED AT ©®D0e? I YRV AUVHTS
gobLg Guinsid g:ésq?j&éc& o) ogbe Sace cv'r(%mo
Qeuigel 4 1265 0.0 o
LTy 6 6)6M& BoEed? @ia;;,m
Q& mL_juneeoal ©®® .

[B1.1] PICEETY
30908 s * [B2.2.]HOW 9SOE ..
EN i
e nlwnd OR UMERAT MANY OF 080w ZI" z  TWIBE
AUSET,
@8@ _ INSTRUCTIO THIS TYPE B & 9 Gas
9. Violation of N -DO NOT OF DISPUTE OB 0 ,
ial norms WOULD Becon ulenmen,
FLPS TH YOU SAY @25%®8D
OBP (oD HmaT E HAS eoBmiont Qewevmaery)
e NUMBER OF OCCURRED s Ssod
Q& mTL_fLimesTenau TYPES OF IN YOUR & son BeBsI(gp
@896 QB DISPUTES VILLAGE (®§ '99999 2
cCeoeme/de AND ENTER DURING 8;{ ' eLdm/sdc
«8® HERE* THE PAGT 05 >) ow0as

10. Issues of who *emond 12 Bedley
access 253500 MONTHS? &8
Government cuecd - 008 (IF DONT. Bed/edH
programme ydme @800 KNOW =
208 @00 gnd ENTER1 oCm8/ped
@5“’/-’)@’_—"—’5"5 BE yHdmw 99999 B
aer wrf e 4168E 050 ; ) eCo®/e®d
Qup Goussr@Ld et =G sLps 12 s
GTGOTLIG) @ = STeLiL@GSul Bwo®m
Q&g O . @ 2 BIFHaTS) ELECTED
oF&eneasar i) DG e OFFICIALS
Ssed @g;smsa‘r m'e_.ﬁgmnm' (MP,
D@0 DED 556160 gegglST COUNCIL
©0axI0 DO B(MHLefL AeppH 063G MEMBERS)
8Ede 00
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11. Issues of who LD se3Be @oes 12 Oziea;
access donor CHL_&MLD6L, nE ¥ded g]&;%l:l_ll;lbul_l_
programmes 0 ®®mw BE .
_e_r)mm{rr;g,j.a;mﬁ.a&r ag)g)mm e®® ¢0gE i@”mwggg
@Jluﬂ)@l._l_ﬂil55 Fgagljey O8woe ( .
oot wni 6U6M & SH6D6IT s UHJ"@L;D -
ety O & oo O i
Qs m_fumest @@LIL‘“I_I_IT Do 3 @@ 2 piLi9eur)®
L9759 e es1% 60T U*BGTT 25055{@5’”(?? SHeows

. . 53053
S stae STEULIEN & e, 45000 ocioue
. ’ Beads,
B8ae 000 GHILML e csosis) 5§®@° ﬁ@(m

12. Religious LD. &SLHG 12 OB, 5008m

Esugs - ]I 0wy @Y%)
il SrevliL Comm

L9759 6w e51% @i - (©) OMMUNITY

082 008 5]u_‘na) I\B/IEDIATION

13. Ethnic issues Qhg OARDS
g UM S S e
(Lp TGHSTLI T (B) & GIT . . wEGuwads
525008 B F&gjesern FeLI &5eso
08 618 S 60 60T asi?

14. Issues/conflict 2 MIGENE) % 8ce
related to : IVISIONAL
l0ans s._air @UWLD,&JQ RECONCILIAT
Qsm_gjyeL_w 6L L. ION
wpreTLIT®Sai Ha&LpHE EﬂogMITTEE
e BEde &@GLD? 16gs

s 6519@/6121_696" (SIUTSE s 7

. Domestic _ 565 ©OM®

violence/conflic ngwnﬂ 89

taf"® . .

UGT(LPE D ST (Lp @Umm EEEIA_\II:)GEIQLSJS

geTLING &6 99999 6T60TS o33

®anesm : ..
LNR & GGV TH T

O HVFOw/ @0 )(@@ ® io@@ﬁ)

© . NBW DI/

16. Issues within %
societies 500/ 289
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17.

FELPHEIS@HS S
@)oo _ulevmes
(Lp TGHTLI T (B) S GIT
888 e
BB 99®
Other (specify)
Gaumy
(6PL96)
CatoN S (ol to

)

10.

11.

12.

PRAJA
MANDALAYA
Lggom
LDGUdTL_oV W
g OeRDEw
VILLAGE
LEVEL
SOCIETIES
S\ oL L
F515 515 T
(RDS/WRDS
/ @ emanehs
S1pa&LD/ LogevsT
2 5af FBISLD)
®® ®I0e®
@3B
(@6%3@3(5/
e@widsy
688/ 9®
2300805/ 2
50 63878)
PRODUCER
SOCIETIES
o PUFFwmer
I FIBI5 615 6T
(aflougmw
FBI5LD | 6oy
FEISLD)
Bdsocmw
sSed 88
(@608
808¢02/BDS
8388 w)
VILLAGE
ELITES
S)\gmi oL’
L5 meshlsaer
0O yydsy
ESTATE
MANAGER
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13.

Gam’L
<YFsmfl On
g@mnBw/me
OBW®CDB
OTHER
Goumy
et
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B7 ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE

RESOLUTION IS APROCESS TO
FEE6SESHSHIT60T

Sreysemenl QUMHMIS
Q5M1(H55,
bSITDSEDS
LOTMHMTES SWIRIGLD
SI6MLOLIL|S6IT,/LDETMLD S
611/ & 60)LIG 61T/ & I SIS 61T/1H)
MIUETTRIG6NT
GumesTmeEn e 61Ml6dT
Q& ULI60T(LP 6MMLLITETT )|
309 Beser O BO wew DmE B
©Oedwsy BB ¢ewd
sdeBewst 80m Bum

©Oedwsy wsTem sy ey
emedssiesy

FIND OUT FACTS OF A DISPUTE
FEFT6F@HDHH TG HTTCHTS 5605
FTL_DS 6

&0YEO @cag WO €n ©@wow OB
DECIDE ON MONETARY COMPESATION
Lesst fRwns pavl’ L FL 1) eH6TS
SiLomessiF s e

§eBrY emedm Ox538w o Boen
BBO=

DECIDE ON WHO IS AT FAULT

SUD] WTT LISSHLD 615G BFLOTews 1SS 60
0168 mYo15¥e wsIm Boenw BEO
SETTLE A DISPUTE WITH THE HELP OF
NETURAL THIRD PARTY

@ FFFTIGHET (Q)WGOLITGS eLPGSSTDTLD
soLierfler 2 gailwyL 6T (LpLy 6& S
LN ORNCETRY

0D 8BDB® B0 BO® GCHE
Boomsenws B3O

LISTEN TO THE COMPLAINING PARTY
L& 3 efsseaifler $rLilfenest
OEITNOETTY

518 E™IC 280Dw@O 6d5I2®
LISTEN TO THE ACCUSED PARTY y&mg
Cewiwiu L eouflet rLitlenest

QEal GLILISTS @) HSGL

OS¢ Bemeg ©08@aDwd wdsIE®

DON'T KNOW/ NO COMMENTS
Qailwng) / &5 5H606mev
©9¢B/ B @D

OTHER (SPECIFY) Gaugy (G0IL19® =)
e (¢fDsIm)
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B8 WHAT TYPES OF ALTERNATE
DISPUTE RESOLUTION
PROCESSES ARE THERE IN YOUR
AREA? (CHOOSE UPTO 3)

FEFTCF @05 SF TGOT GTGOTGOT G G ILI TGOT
LOAPDIS SHeY (LPeODSGIT 25156
L97G558B 0 HmestLiLI(H & esneur?
QOB gznded BWEB GdYE
B HwdEsY 08 yedned
Bed? nov enddnImd

10.

11.

12.

GOVERNMENT OFFICIAL (GN/ PHM,
DS, SAMURDHI OFFICER, DISTRICT
SECRETARY)

27 2 HCwnsgsisar (S g
Gaeusi/ Qg ®Ssia

518/ 197855 Qsweneri/swpiss
g[@g/@usv&j/wn@.u_'l_ G Fwevmars)
Goe525 BER0B5T (9@ Be@od/s8E
@weds Bend/geiBe eEmd/
6YB Bed/edy s oEm®
Police GureSea @238

ELECTED OFFICIALS (MP, COUNCIL
MEMBERS)

Cafey QFwiwiul L yrPuwed
RIS TEGT (LITTTG@FHLOGSHTD

o pILILSesTd, eTeOETIW FenL

o miLiesr)

B3cewesy e Crey BE8sT
(08EBe®sin @38 [50n3m wwn
)

COMMUNITY MEDIATION BOARDS
FeLpSF LOSBIGVS FewLI

% 8OO OeBAE

DIVISIONAL RECONCILIATION
COMMITTEE

L1Gss pevedlenrss Feo L
emOw® »EY

PRAJA MANDALAYA

LNggom LoewTL_Guws

% OFDE

RELIGIOUS LEADERS

OGS FG6HGVGU TS GIT

200 BB BBY

RDS/ WRDS &I[JITLD
SINN(pHH FRIGRIGET
8w 08¢ ©¢8ne®sInd
ELDERS (WP SICWIMIT& 61T

D 8BSewd

TRADE SOCIETIES WUy
FRISMIGEN edEe 8@rH®
COMMUNITY
ORGANIZATIONS &\[JITLO

oL L @@58’:6“ @08 e300
OTHER
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B9 HAVE YOU HEARD OF
COMMUNITY MEDIATION
BOARDS?

FoLpS LGPV S FewLt LIPS
Caaraliul 1y maSPisernt?
R Y5 BOOMS e OFLEG
o> e Bede?

YES <y16 @2
NO @aenew 0

B10 . WHAT DISPUTES CAN BE
BROUGHT TO A COMMUNITY
MEDIATION BOARD? (CHOOSE
UPTO3)

*ENUMARATOR INSTRUCTION -
(IF NO TO B9, PLEASE SAY) WE
KNOW YOU SAID NO, BUT WE
WOULD LIKE TO KNOW WHAT
YOUR PERCEPTIONS ON THE
COMMUNITY MEDIATION BOARD
ARE, THEREFORE, PLEASE RESPOND TO
THE NEXT FEW QUESTIONS ON
COMMUNITY MEDIATION*

GTGOTGHT GUIGH & LI TGS FEFTGL G 6T
808318 OF1aTUSDSTS FeLps
w$Gwadg FeoLudL_1b] @)emTds
FeoLufL_1d COFresst(h) GlFaev

oLy uyh? * *5&H6)6L

(€223 INRISI(Y: T2 (108
SMeymi& &6 - B.9 "@6L6men”
6T60TM)| Q& T6OT6TITED,
"WPHmGU CHeTNSE
Briger @evev TeTm)
QFTeaT6TTTT el 6T60TM)
TGS ABALLD,

S, 6016V 2_MIGET LIfl&6mev
BIHI&ET CSFHS)
Qameitem X (HLYUHCMTLD,
61601Geu, SI(h5H G §lev
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3. CREATING PUBLIC AWARENESS ON SIMILAR
ISSUES
@a1 Cunep LgsPenensar LpBlw ClLng
oM P enTieney 2 (heunsGaS@IL 16 OB
00 BEDeD emag 1O wodws
B BRBe®nsy
4. SOLVING THE ISSUE L& &lemear §11& & 60
OOEO Bwd®
5.0THER Gaugy @dxf

GoTOC13
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C18. (IF FALSE) ALTERNATE
DISPUTE RESOLUTION
MECHANISMS (OTHER THAN
COMMUNITY MEDIATION BOARD)
DOES NOT HELP ENSURE SOCIAL
COHESION WITHIN THE
COMMUNITY BECAUSE
Qumul 6Te5f6D, 9 auTSHaeiT
FOLPFHS B D (& OTGTTGT FeLpd QGUTHen Gy TLIGH LI
2 MIPLILIBSSHIUPDenev. 610 asefle,
0108 5®; 09 Bumsen HOedew
(5% ©0» OHDE® e®@B D) SZyd BE
0@ DO HWHS BBOO ey
©5%0ed. O Bewog ey

1. BIASED DECISIONS DUE TO CASTE, MONEY,
POSITION

F1%), UesTLd, &S Blanev CLTETDen ausenarLl
UNTIS& LUSSFFTILNG (LpLy 0ot (DSF et
8eC ML ¥ BFOwW O Boes vrfesed @D

2. BIASED TOWARDS INSTITUTIONS AND NOT
PEOPLE

BDICUGTEIS@5% @ LSSFFTILNG () (hSH aimerGy
R LDESHEFS G 9jevev B Gwns) @OB
83808 O @50 S5O eDD ©5NED

3. BIASED TOWARDS PEOPLE AND NOT
INSTITUTIONS

LD&HEHE5 G LUsHSEF FTILTS @) (hE&HaTnetGr euflw
BIDIGUGTEIE @hS G SGVGV GIWBDB) @DD
82383078 @220 §H0 BSHHD 0O BB
©d

4. BIASED TOWARDS FEMALES AND NOT MALES

OLicsT5 @55 & LISSE FTiLITS @) hSHATDeTCry
RUN 2468575 G55 G e BBB=Y 0Om
82383078 ©5%0D §B0 ®BIHDET @OB
BB @0

5. BIASED TOWARDS MALES AND NOT FEMALES

OGS @5S & LIGHE FTFLTS Q) HaFesTnet Gy
LW LIS @55 G Yo OO EOD
8808 0005 end BE8s5T 0dn wiesB
©d

6. BIASED TOWARDS ELDERS AND NOT YOUTH

(PHCUTHEHS G LUSSFFTILTE @) (BSFHaTmestCr
R Q) TEHI%EHSH & Ve DT HwWsY @D
8808 0005 ¢nd 000 N BBIwsT 0O
sBeet 0

7. BIASED TOWARDS YOUTH AND NOT ELDERS

@ emanehis @b LSSFFTILNG @) HsHeTnerCr
R (LFWaITsEES S 9o D1DBIWsY
001 vt @D ¢mc NGBS EOD
siess @D

8. DOES NOT SOLVE THE ISSUE LN & &l65)60T

EI]'LILI@GDGG)G\) OOED BewersTonsy oym

9. NO AUTHORITY SISIHMILOI6LEMED G

=l

10. OTHER Geupy 00z

C19.WOULD YOU LIKE TO LEARN ABOUT THE
COMMUNITY MEDIATION BOARD
PROCESS?

FeLps LGB Wabd g Fev L1ufeir ClF W 6T(Lpen % 6iT
upp) ymEa Qsmerer ol Loy B BiSaTT?
20 8O0 OHAVCHWDE® BEIC gevm
B0 @I cDsiesie?

1.
2.
3.

YES o6 @0
NO @evenev zym
DON'T KNOW Qg fuing @z0¢B

C20.WOULD YOU LIKE TO TRAIN TO BECOME
A MEDIATOR?

@B LOSPWEVSTTH G USD & LulDHenwsLi
Oupm& Qsmarer al Lo FPisent?
29 B3O O%) DO gev s HB®D
@Be?

N

YES 16 @0
NO @evenew 0>
DON’T KNOW Qsflung @5es
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PRACTICE (D) QswpLr@sair (D) wa8mes (D) |

D1. HAVE YOU BEEN INVOLVED IN

2 K15 @55 CHemauwim?
RO w6 BEIE »OSO
R end adwse?

COMMUNITY MEDIATION BOARDIN YES 9415 @0 GOTOD2
THE LAST 2 YEARS AS A MEDIATOR NO @ebanev 9 GOTOO
Fops LG waevs FeoLiuaw/ 0
FEFTCF@bSHSTET LOTHDIS ST6%6T
(oapmisala) sL_ps 12 105
FTLILIEGSH 6O
FOLUL 13 (5EHPTserT?
2D ¥ OO BHBIEW wWO® BO®
858w D©d 2 HE OGO @C®
@R Yode?
D2. AS MEDIATOR HOW MANY DISPUTES
HAVE YOU MANAGED? 1. 1-10
WSHWedSH eTaid iy LitienL_uiled FEisar | 2. 11-30
CTE S G FFFTGLFGHGIT (LPSTGHLD 3. 31-50
OsiBpsRpisar? 4. 50 OR MORE 50 wysbevss 5ysp@ Guoed 50 owd
BOHWHODR) DDE BT @B e 80 08
@09 y@rmw Bego Bede?
D3. HAVE YOU UNDERGONE TRAINING AS A 1. Yes o @O GoTO D4
MEDIATOR 2. No @evemev zy2 GoTOD5
WP WedST 6TaID euenHuled aTCHen/Ld
LD Rsemaertt Qupmierafisert?
VO BOBHWHOD ECL ZHHRD D
Bode?
D4. WAS THE TRAINING PROVIDED
ADEQUATE FOR THE PURPOSE OF 3. NOTADEQUATE aupmistiuc’ L ulpfsar
FUNCTIONING AS A MEDIATOR? QurwgsLoppgl] Cursng 5@ By
P SPWedSITH QFWHLBUSD G 4. ADEQUATE CGur@w Gunrmwssomest LudpPser
Qurwgsiones/ eaifuiores @00}
LIPSsaT aupmiISLiLIL (HeTareTalr? 5. NO RESPONSE i) @avenev BERSu 5m
8O WOR Dnewsy HwBEO0
RO 88w ¢ YN RO O drsy
Yode?
D5. HOW COMFORTABLE ARE YOU IN 1. VERY COMFORTABLE ifsayib Ggarsfud
FUNCTIONING AS A MEDIATOR? 90O Bwed
Brisai @@ IFWabSITS 2. COMFORTABLE Qearsfluih swnd
QswpLGagmar eraiaiara 3. NOT COMFORTABLE Qsarsfluions @edea
Qgarsflwons o S BIsaT? aennd
QIO @G OR Daewsy GO | 4 VERY UNCOMFORTABLE saib
8O0 038 vweyi? QFarasfwons @eeme @@ gesneyid
D6. DO YOU NEED MORE TRAINING ON 1. VYES o6 @0
MEDIATION? 2. NO @aee z»
wgPuievsLd F1ips GoewPs LiuiHF 3. DON'TKNOW QsAuing) eznes
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D7. WHAT ASPECT DO YOU THINK HAS
MORE POTENTIAL FOR
IMPROVEMENT? (CHOOSE 3)
wEFwevs ClFwPLTHSHN®, 6THS
ILbFSF et Lgsmesiions GobL(hSs
Qaue(HLd 6TewT BleveTdHPisar? (3
Qeneuor QGifley Q&UIS)

20 B> gndwd Bd SO Eyen
BBe® v Bwd 8DBTesY 9O
goawsiede? (e emddsim)

1. MEDIATION PROCESS wg@wabvs
QewerLpep BOODC€n B3dBw

2. UNDERSTANDING POSITIONALITY AND BIAS
QUG LINE —Blenev LOPDILD LISSHFFTFLem oL
LB Qsrerare) e8B3we®idw DD wo
sBeBFOe 8B oG ® oB3®

3. GENDER SENSITIVE TRAINING wiradglenev
2 i@ mair LulppafiLiLy e85 o
@500 w BEAC 65008 DD afn yyed

4. MEDIATING WHEN MINORS ARE INVOLVED
FpyLiresten LoudesT FLOLIBSLILI(RLD
FEFTYS @S G LGB WabvgLd ClFuige
OB OB ©8d®II¢ 8 83 O
BOOWmCTw

5. TRAINING ON SPECIAL MEDIATION BOARDS
afGaL gPwebvs FevLiger LpPlw LD
Seds 00 eacw BEAC yy<y

6. MANAGING ANGER Gsrugens (LpsmenLo
OeFuiga HOVD W EOBNDS o

7. MANAGING INTERACTIONS
@ aflewarblauigamev psTenLs ClFuiged

3BDC DEO NS T

8. PROBLEM SOLVING 19768 e arseans 8isse
O Besé®

9. LISTENING Qeaflohgse 0538®

10. UNDERSTANDING DIFFERENT ISSUES AND
REFORMULATING THE PROBLEMS wommyeic’ e
rdReversemarti Lflpa0snarereyLd
Lgdfenersenarn LmFIenssey b BOQ OO
e OB 8w OO BT enwe

11. COMING UP WITH ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS
wrpnis 6&fe s ars 6l&men (e (hS e
OmEe »OeDE wern OR®

PICK THREE
MOST
IMPORTANT
ONES

D8. WHICH SPECIAL MEDIATION BOARD
WOULD YOU LIKE TRAINING ON? (IF
CHOICE ABOVE IS 5)

6165 GFL LFPWebds FewLl GBS
L@ uileners Gum
NBLoy DB isen?

20 9w gowm 5 efG1ed O ; Seds
89 €RO®O 0w BBOO @B nO®
Bods won OeBdEw®e?

LAND Aevis o8@

FINANCE §% 8¢

NOT APPLICABLE QUT(h&SLOMME| ¢coe
palga)

OTHER (SPECIFY) Gauny (60LiL9(Bs) 0=
Stk ta)
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D9. WERE YOU OR ANYONE IN YOUR YES — 1 910 @D
HOUSEHOLD INVOLVED IN AN NO -2 @ema znm
INDIVIDUAL OR COMMUNITY DISPUTE
IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS?

SLHG 12 LDMGRIGeMeL Hrigei
SI6L6VG| 2 MIG6T el 1q 60
WIMgTeugl @b Sefbul
3V G| FCPS FF&IJ6Y
660160 FLOLIBHSLILIL L/
FOUL CHIHSS?

sg8s ®w 12 ne 80 ovd ADed BHded
BB ax¥ind- ydocewes ykh
FCHYCHO 8O®BTD 8 83 woe?

D10. WHAT WAS THE DISPUTE? TEXT INPUT
9IbF FEFTG GTGTGI !
§20gC BOB¢?
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D10A WHERE DID YOU TAKE THE
DISPUTE TO

o MBE FPE5HD QS
QNS FEETEUSHMENG Fij5 8
EOEULILISIEDL (LD 6M6TTLILIL 63T
AWIRISWeUT&6T WTCIy6oTd
Q&meLaiiy&eT?

Red y%hd nE 008 o Dvw Swé®
0®TTVews’ VD YT @0» God ¢?

1. POLICE QUT6N6MN o8&

2. COURT B&IDETTIMLD esoBes

3. GOVERNMENT OFFICIAL (GN/ PHM, DS,
SAMURDHI OFFICER, DISTRICT
SECRETARY)

SITEMRIS V6LV STSH6IT(KIIITLD
Caeusy, QUTH LD[HSHGHIQ ST,
FPISE aiIeNes], NITGCaHe
Q&Eweomeniy, LOMUL_ L. Gl&WIeLITeNI))
Sed BendsI(9® eddm g oweds/
283G/ 58 Bend/Bcand
@8 Bwd®m/pedBs oF®»e/eFm®

4. ELECTED OFFICIALS (MP, COUNCIL
MEMBERS)

Qsfley Qe L. SF&lIeL
SIVIUCLEITEHEIT (LITIIT (I LD6TUTM
2_MILILT6DTI], eJ6mentil &6mLl
&@Ummﬂ)aﬁq@wﬁf osfden
BgaBsY,(208Eedsin @58 snedm wwo,
(0293

5. COMMUNITY MEDIATION BOARDS

FePS DHHUIENVE FOL g won
PefiE®

6. DIVISIONAL RECONCILIATION
COMMITTEE

NyCHE HeLEOIETNSHS F6ML omOhe
»8Y

7. RELIGIOUS LEADERS

D&EH FHEMEVAUTHET wodm snwmwest/conm
600 Y

8. PRAJA MANDALAYA

LY LOEVITL 6V

g ORBR®

9. VILLAGE LEVEL SOCIETIES &[JTLD
DL L §mIGMISET (RDS/WRDS/
@emeneh] SLPSHLD/ 6T 2 Ge
FRIGLD) 0 ©006® w88 (96 emes ewgss/
(05350 6388/$® w05 /08B

20, PRODUCER SOCIETIES
2 MUGSHILITN] &Fhi&MIS6T
(@NeUETI FRISLD / LT6oTe) &FMHIGLD)
Bdsiemasied 688 (0008 608¢05/800
08B8ws)

1o, VILLAGE ELITES &JTLD LOL_L
|j]|]g;rr60ﬂ56n ®®DE yYdxsy

12.ESTATE MANAGER G&TLL A&
O glmoBu/mE@mumoenw

13. OTHER Geum)| com
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D11. WHY DID YOU APPROACH THEM?
BBISGT 6T6HT FeLpds DG F W eS FonrLiudlen G

BTy BiseT?

22 YT 0Om dePoed ¢ &?

1.

~

IT WAS THE BEST OPTION
QUIT(15 & & LDITEBT6LIT & 61T
&IG).IIj&:GTIg;HGfﬂ O ec® BmFBwril
WAS REFERRED BY
POLICE/COURTS/HOSPITAL
Qumedlerv/BELDETMLD/6n6US SIS T
ML QG CFeLeIDLIG
@@Uml_l_gj emE8w/ceide/eddne
8T 0®w Bbedn me Bwo

THE OTHER PARTY TOOK THE MATTER TO
THE COMMUNITY MEDIATION BOARD
SISIJ(LDHENDIL) STLIT6OTT
g&EIaN6m6s FCLPS LGHHUINVG
F0LEG Q&M C&6TM6uI]
g ©8rds 0HE B OHNEH eOB
@O & B

ITIS CHEAPER @G| (1&606)]
GEMMEUIME G S0 Boe® §O® Beso
LANGUAGE USED IS COMFORTABLE @\IhI(&
LwetU(R$SULRLD CQomLl
QEFTSHIUILDITENEG| ©odm m6m wowd
esmey B3eso

AS OTHER WOMEN SUGGESTED IT
@eorQleorm(p CU6TIT @) & 6m 6oL
UfH&IMT Q&FUISHSHETED com
DI ENOBY WISz E Beso

DISTANCE &MJLD G6MMEY 56 &8 Bes
RESPECT LOFIILIM6ME (&illl) 0wo00cs
SOCIAL STIGMA ATTACHED TO
APPROACHING OTHER (FORMAL)
MECHANISMS 6)LO63)LOLLIT 60T
((psmmwiment, H&loestTmLd) GCLmesTm
QumpedMEEn T HIT(HeUH6eL

2 616N FCLPES SRS E S)6TIMT6L
gy BO 00¢ DEO 0wl Sod® DB
e©3®0e8 BB Beno

OTHER (SPECIFY) Goupy (609L19®5) 00wy
(¢DsT5y)

D12. WERE THE PARTIES SATISFIED
WITH RESOLUTION OF THE MATTER
FeLps LG F W e Feo LIIGTT GDPSS
FFFTID & (LpTeneuss Giadled ()b
STLILGTHLD B (HLIB) 9w L_BSTIHTT?
0O OHDE®W CAgsT BbmSenas
8B medthn® madBes Hode?

N

YES 9415 @0

NO @evenev zym

NOT YET OVER @aireniid (1pigaueni_wailedenev
OO gdwsy D

GOTOD16
GOTOD13
GOTOD16

D13. WHY WERE THE PARTIES NOT
HAPPY?

TG 9% STLILNGTISH 6T
DL weleeme?
808@0wsTY 800 v mPed gri?

INPUT TEXT
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D14. WHAT HAPPENED IN THAT 1. CASE FILED IN FORMAL COURTS eupg @ GOTOD16

CASE? BPFDPSHDS 518560 Gleuiuiu L g GOTO D15
215185/ LG LIT(Lg) eTaiaT BL_BSSI? cwmbod Hgo 8®
O® BEBw0 0@me Hoss? 2. WENT TO ANOTHEB TO RESOLVE .gg'g;g]ai
Qs m6iTeus D& 1% ()60 e m(HeuU ML LD
QeaCpn s @Dms B HOedewmO
@®
D15. WHOM DID YOU GO NEXT TO? 1. GOVERNMENT OFFICIAL <ypgrmis
ABOSG Wil Lb OFeipiser? DVIQUVSTSGNL_LH G255 BIR035T
0 g0 Bod w0 gndc? 2. ELECTED OFFICIALS Ggiey QFuiwiiti’
YrRwed aurGsall_Lb sx¥cewsy enlcen
Bendsy

3. POLICE Qureflab @88

4. RELIGIOUS LEADERS 1058 sanaveuiseii b
2008 DNBWBBT

5. Other (EXPLAIN) Gaugy (6ALi9()s) @0

(¢DYs)
16A. HAVE YOU EVER BEEN TO A 1. YES %Lﬁ Qo)
COMMUNITY MEDIATION BOARD? 2. NO @m’mmv oD

D O 0w GCHEH LEHo Yk 8OO
OHVCBO vl Bedg?

Bruse sTLICUTSToUS| 62(1h
gi&eng 87568 FCpS
G SIIVG FenLILTN6D 60T
BiTe. @G&GSDseT

D16. HOW LIKELY ARE YOU TO MAKE 1. NOT LIKELY aumuitilfeenev @501

USE OF COMMUNITY MEDIATION 2. SOMEWHAT LIKELY ggaray aumuiLiyair()
BOARD TO RESOLVE A CONFLICT? DO 6O

G praTUT L STE5I5 3. EXTREMELY LIKELY oy@saray eumuiLiLjasir®
S TaTeUS D &1 [bBIS6T FoLps eaond 50

LEFWebds Fev LiuflencorL

LULPEDE Qameior reiiasarey 4. |1 AM NOT SURE erew183 2 i@ wnsg Ggwing

L. 5 ®0 B&Dreswoz D
QUTUILIL|GTOTS) !

0D Bewes BB/ sy Bese
O BO e DD wOO BHRVEB
emen OO 1dn ®IsIesy
emede?

D17. PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR CHOICE INPUT TEXT
2 misafer Osfevey Fpm afleTss

puon?
Red oI8® Bedms ST

104




D18. WHAT AREAS NEED
IMPROVEMENT IN COMMUNITY
MEDIATION BOARD?

Feps B Wadg FonLIueT | @) o enTss
Fen LIS GST 6THSLT LIS %6
Cuwu®ssLiur Geusmrigw Csemar

2 GiTeTes?

5% 0O» OHWRE BwdEed nd
00 83085 B W) o
@®oc?

10.

11.

12.

13.

INITIAL COMMUNICATION m15018
QSTL_FLITL 6D §0OH® IR DLW
PROCESS (HOW MEDIATION WAS
CONDUCTED) wig wpeopd Qewpun® (erliiig
wgPwaevsLd CpolsrareriL®SDCsT ks
M wsBa) BHOeD¢L(36HE Bomd e
©Oedew)

LANGUAGE USED vwer®ssLin®mw
Qomflufed HBm ©owed

TIME TAKEN ywogey Blaprd Grpod @0Eod
VENUE @ b eSomes

ABILITY TO PUSH TOWARDS SETTLEMENT
Bienat CBrE% BaHIsHSHEHTET @)ILeYeHLD
©6®¢05) 8OO DEH® BBe® wBwd

POST- MEDIATION COMMUNICATION
WSPWebSSHDGL Llerestgnest QgL FLimL_cD
863D BOO®I e BHIBEDH®
ESTABLISHMENT OF SEPARATE ISSUE
SPECIFIC BOARDS (LAND/ FINANCE)
QeouaiGouny auemsLi LNTdeFen eus% 5% 6% 6T
aGsL_ senLisear BlmiajauBe (smenl/ B9)
580 Bede ®0® wewr »EY vt B
(908/8ec)

REQUIRE POWER/ BALANCE
SIHSMILD / FOHleneL CHEMEU A
gdes @

UNBIASED/ BALANCED BOARD
UMTIUL&MM/FL0Hense0 eumilwin
s38e308 @205/ 8@ DeBDEWE
CREATE AWARENESS
QNLPILIL|6TOTTEmEU 2 (Ih UITE G RIG6NT
aOFDw B BE®

NOTHING TO SAY/ NO IDEA G&MeL6v
610D @6LEm6L / &(1h S HeLEmCL
B88ndw vy m/es0es

OTHER (SPECIFY)

Goupr (BB S) 0Dms (¢fDsTD)
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D19. WHAT IS YOUR MOST TRUSTED
INFORMATION SOURCE ON
AVAILABLE GOVERNMENT SERVICES?
9 7F 15185 CFemaUHemar oy m b

Q& meTer FEIS6T HBSLO BLOLILD $F6IGD
QUGITTEISHGT 6TG|?

Ced @30 BEDC R DOWT®
BB BHRIBY @DICHI YEo®
@®oc?

N

10.

11.

12.

13.
14.

TV

RADIO

NEWS WEBSITES Q#ui® aienevgsarmisar
0B 00 atd

ONLINE NEWSPAPERS gairencvetr QFui@Li
ugsPfewsser AsIEB5Y Oy

SOCIAL MEDIA geps auemevgsenmisaer
(psare, @il L) @8 @dsw (e Y,
2808)

DIGITAL MESSAGING APP g @fli_ad
ufarisgemer CQawalsar (o ad 9L, earLig)
BEOE ©ewdd (008 418, @eddY)
PHOTOSHARING yewsLiu uflionpmLd
(@arravL_Glgmid) ©awadies HO®ac O
(953e8083E®)

VIDEO SERVICES s1Gewrmed Gsenaugsar
(yryyr) B8ewd (¢ 99)

NEWSPAPERS — PRINT Qeui@ i L@ fenss
3Orfesrsy

WORD OF MOUTH aumui euif) sert_rg 20
DO WY

BANNERS, POSTERS ugnenssar,
FaQ L 19 F6T DS, ©@5dedDSwB
GOVERNMENT INFORMATION CENTRE
(HOTLINE 1919) 9ij& ’Q')GSG)JGU
GMLDOWILD (HOTLINE 1919) Goesrs @mndmcy
e’sies (1919)

NONE 61gjaL8ledemev @000 @ 5D
OTHER (SPECIFY) Gauml (GOILIN(HS)
e (¢HDsIm)
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D20. CHOICE 1 MAIN CHANNELS/
APPLICATIONS FOR TRUSTED
INFORMATION SOURCE ON
AVAILABLE GOVERNMENT SERVICES?
*ENUMERATOR INSTRUCTION - IF
D191S 10 (WORD OF MOUTH), STATE
N/A*

wswmreusns Oz fey CFuis
2011 &SP GOLILITG 61605

LTSS B FT P iS6T (6T1hS .
yewavaiflens | QFwald) $H&H6260

G sFluUe (& &met
SIMNEYMISHS6L: D196D 66T
Q56 10 QEUSHTS (UM
QULAUNEDTL &) @\ (I LILT6IT, NA
616018 GMILLIL 6)LD.

DE® BdDresw BHAB YL oG
(2280 e0d g18) O mosTy:
*@m0nd @wsIsNd cvecs - D19 10
(20 DOmets?) 5O, N/A efdsin*

TEXT INPUT

EXCEPT 10

D21. CHOICE 2 MAIN CHANNELS/
APPLICATIONS FOR TRUSTED
INFORMATION SOURCE ON
AVAILABLE GOVERNMENT SERVICES?
*ENUMERATOR INSTRUCTION - IF
D191S 10 (WORD OF MOUTH), STATE
N/A*

@uewr_meugns Gg ey CFuis
2011 F5G0 GOILILITE 6Te0 S

LweTLIHSSIB TS is6T (615%5 )
wavaiflens | QFwaeld) HH6260

G sFluuem&&met
SIMNQMIHS6L: D196L 66T
Qa6 10 QEUSHTE (UM
QILPUTNEDITL_M&) @ (5 LILN6DT, NA
616018 GMILLIL 6)LD.

DO BEDswe DD ©CeDA YEo®
(22820 @0d @1, ) »>® mosim:
*@madnd @wsIzNd cvecs - D19 10
(20 DOmevsy) »®, N/A ¢Dsin*

TEXT INPUT

EXCEPT 10

107




D22. CHOICE 3 MAIN CHANNELS/ TEXT INPUT EXCEPT 10
APPLICATIONS FOR TRUSTED
INFORMATION SOURCE ON
AVAILABLE GOVERNMENT SERVICES?
*ENUMERATOR INSTRUCTION - IF
D191S 10 (WORD OF MOUTH), STATE
N/A

@uewi_meugns Gg ey CFuis

2011 &SP GOLILITG 61605
LTSS B FT P iS6T (6T1hS )
yewavasflens [ GlFwes)) H&H6UED

G sFluUe (& &met
SIMNEYMISHS6L: D196D 66T
Q56 10 QEUSHTS (UM
QULAUNEDTL &) @\ (I LILT6IT, NA
616018 GMILLIL 6)LD.

D B BB BBIEOB §Eog
(2280 e0d g18) O mosTy:
*@m0nd @wsIsNd cvecs - D19 10
(20 DOmets?) 5O, N/A efdsin*

D23. YOUR MOST USED MEDIA 1. ENGLISH g mi&sevid @-&E
SOURCE TO OBTAIN INFORMATION 2. SINHALA @migard BowE
ON AVAILABLE GOVERNMENT 3. TAMIL sflp @c®c
SERVICES - LANGUAGE?

BRIG6T 9 TFTEISSB L LO(1BBS
OLipm &6 s maTar (Lpig ujLomes
Goenousar LPPIW $FaI60EH6 ML
OLnISD & LIWGTLI(HSHILD
sa11_ &g GF 6wt Gloms)?

OB DB OABB 9HD FERo® REHBY
DD 0050 CABTEST OB 8D
®8sve?
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D24.YOUR MOST USED MEDIA
SOURCE TO OBTAIN INFORMATION

WEEKENDS euny Quu® prsaefled e
asImed

ON AVAILABLE GOVERNMENT 2. ATLEAST 1 DAY DURING WEEKDAYS aumry
SERVICES - FREQUENCY (CHOOSE B Salled GeDESS 9 BT BEmO aB®
ONE) 50e® w6t
<9I B GO G 6TH G 6 GAT (LPGHD 3. ATLEAST 2 DAYS DURING WEEKDAYS aumy
LWL (D SSI BB TS eiT? (@mm!]) BT s6fled GwPESS @) BraT BGO 38@
CoiHesHH &S L) 56 & 25
20 OB DRewsy WBD HOB 4. ATLEAST 3 DAYS DURING WEEKDAYS eumg
@00 B 6sT 6t en Dol B sefled GeopEsg 3 Brer eBemO L@
05 R0 008 §Eow B vISmN nde® & nove
»oIesy ¢? (O enddsis) 5. ATLEAST 4 DAYS DURING WEEKDAYS aumg
BT sefled GoPESE 4 BraT wBemO ¢l®
Slolet
6. EVERY WEEKDAY euny Bl sefled eelGleum(n
BTEBL) 83:© wBed EHm®
7. EVERYDAY ereoavr prl’seps ©:© Erm®
8. ASNEEDED G&eme 61607160 ¢owso g
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ANNEX 2: QUALITATIVE QUESTION GUIDES

Supporting Effective Dispute Resolution (SEDR) Project: Knowledge, Attitudes and Practices Survey
Guiding Questions for
Key Informant Interview

I. Interview

Enumerator’s information
Name of interviewer/s:
Name of the note taker/s:
Date of interview:

Time of interview:

Place in which the discussion took place:

Il. Respondent:

Name of the respondent:
Organisation (if applicable):
Designation:

DS Division:

District:

Ill. Comments regarding the interview (to be filled in soon after completion of interview)
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A: Engagement with alternative dispute resolution including Community Mediation Boards

1. What is your role in relation to Alternative Dispute Resolution and Community Mediation? Do
you play a supervisory/coordinator or any other role? Please explain

2. Who are the other actors/entities/organisations that engage with dispute resolution and
community mediation? What are their roles?

3. Are you aware of any government plans for the enhancement/ strengthening of ADR and CMBs?

B: Disputes

1. How would you define a dispute?

2. How many community level disputes occurred in your area in the last 12 months?

3. How many community level disputes were reported over the last 12 months?

4. What is the nature of community level disputes?

5. What are the dispute resolution mechanisms available in your area?
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10.
11.
12.
13.

What kinds of disputes are resolved, and what kinds of disputes remain unresolved at the
community level?

How many individual/ household level disputes resolved in the last 12 months?

What percent of individual/ household level disputes resolved in the last 12 months?
How many community level disputes resolved in the last 12 months?

What percent of community level disputes resolved in the last 12 months?

Are these dispute resolution mechanisms effective in resolving disputes?

What is the process followed in these mechanisms?

Why certain disputes are difficult to resolve? What are the bottlenecks?

C: Unresolved disputes

How many community level disputes unaddressed and/ or unresolved in the last 12 months?
What percent of community level disputes unaddressed and/ or unresolved in the last 12
months?

What is the impact of these unresolved disputes at the community level?

How many individual/ household level disputes unaddressed and/ or unresolved in the last 12
months?

What percent of individual/ household level disputes unaddressed and/ or unresolved in the last
12 months?

What is the impact of these unresolved disputes at the household level?

What kind of disputes have more impact on community relations than others? (probe for land,
inter/intra-community tensions, violence, crime)

Can these disputes escalate into bigger tensions, if not resolved? How? (some points for
probing)

e Increasing number of disputing parties by the inclusion of new actors/groups

e Further polarisation of parties

e Deterioration of relationships between different actors

e Loss of motivation by parties

e Feeling of injustice and being mistreated

e lack of faith in dispute resolution mechanisms

Where are these disputes taken to? Who will get involved in resolving these?

D: Alternative dispute resolution mechanisms

PwnNe

What are the different Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) mechanisms in use in Sri Lanka?
What are the different ADRs present in your area? Who plays a key role in these?

What is your opinion about the use of these mechanisms in your area?

For which types of disputes (including land related disputes) would people use ADR? Why?
(probe by socio-economic characteristics such as ethnicity, gender, etc.)

What is their understanding of the steps followed in the dispute resolution process,
mediators/composition, time taken for resolution/mediation? What were their
experiences/satisfaction levels like?
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9.

How effective are community mediation boards?

How sustainable are these resolutions and settlements?

Do people take family disputes to the ADRs? If yes, what kind of ADRs are used to resolve family
disputes?

What about land disputes?

10. What about financial/commercial disputes?
11. How are the disputes between different identity groups (religious, ethnic, or caste) resolved?

E: Information about ADRs

What are the main information sources on government services? How effective are these?

Are you aware of any awareness training material on Community Mediation Boards? How were
they disseminated? How effective do you think these are?

What are the ways in which awareness can be effectively enhanced to improve the outcome of
ADRs and CMBs?

How many awareness raising materials on ADR incl. CMBs you could recall?

F: Skills and capacities

1.

What are the existing skills and capacities of those who engage in ADR processes including
Community Mediation? are they sufficiently equipped to understand the disputes to direct them
towards settlements? What are the key skill and capacity related gaps? What needs to be
developed and strengthened? How?

What about the special mediation boards? What kind of skills are necessary to become
mediators or chairpersons of these SMBs? Is it different from CMBs?

Who can get involved to enhance these skills and capacities? What are the government and
non-government agencies responsible for this?

Have you gone through training/capacity enhancement programmes in the past? How can these
be more effective? What are the areas of improvement?

What about the process of recruitment of mediators? How will this help improve skills and
capacities? Should mediation skills be a prerequisite for recruitment? How can this be done?
What changes should be made to the existing ADR and Community Mediation Boards? How can
they be more effective in ensuring cohesion within the communities they operate?
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Supporting Effective Dispute Resolution (SEDR) Project: Knowledge, Attitudes and Practices Survey
Guiding Questions for
Focus Group Discussion with Mediators
I. Interview
Name of interviewer/s:
Name of note taker/s:
Date:

Time of interview: From To:

Place in which discussion took place:
GN Division/ Village:
DS division:

District:

Il. FGD Participants

No. | Name Gender Age | Additional information

(family name not needed) (if needed)

10
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No.

Name

(family name not needed)

Gender

Age

Additional information

(if needed)

11

Total #

lll. Any comments/observations about interview:
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A: Disputes and dispute resolution

14.

15.
16.

17.
18.
19.
20.

21.
22.

23.
24,
25.
26.

How would you define a dispute?

Inter-personal disputes
How many individual/ household level disputes resolved in the last 12 months?
What percent of individual/ household level disputes resolved in the last 12 months?

Inter-group disputes

How many community level disputes occurred in your area in the last 12 months?
How many community level disputes were reported over the last 12 months?
How many community level disputes resolved in the last 12 months?

What percent of community level disputes resolved in the last 12 months?

Dispute resolution

What is the nature of community level disputes?

What kinds of disputes are resolved, and what kinds of disputes remain unresolved at the
community level?

What are the dispute resolution mechanisms available in your area?

Are these dispute resolution mechanisms effective in resolving disputes?

What is the process followed in these mechanisms?

Why certain disputes are difficult to resolve? What are the bottlenecks?

B: Unresolved disputes

10.

11.

12.

13.
14.

15.
16.

17.

Inter-personal disputes

How many individual/ household level disputes unaddressed and/ or unresolved in the last 12
months?

What percent of individual/ household level disputes unaddressed and/ or unresolved in the last
12 months?

What is the impact of these unresolved disputes at the household level?

Inter-group disputes

How many community level disputes unaddressed and/ or unresolved in the last 12 months?
What percent of community level disputes unaddressed and/ or unresolved in the last 12
months?

What is the impact of these unresolved disputes at the community level?

What kind of disputes have more impact on community relations than others? (probe for land,
inter/intra-community tensions, violence, crime)

Can these disputes escalate into bigger tensions, if not resolved? How? (some points for
probing)

e Increasing number of disputing parties by the inclusion of new actors/groups

e Further polarisation of parties

e Deterioration of relationships between different actors
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18.

e Loss of motivation by parties

e Feeling of injustice and being mistreated

e lack of faith in dispute resolution mechanisms

Where are these disputes taken to? Who will get involved in resolving these?

C: Alternative Dispute Resolution Mechanisms

1.

O NV AW

10.

11.
12.
13.

14.
15.

For which types of disputes (including land related disputes) would you or people in your area
use ADR? Why? (disaggregated by socioeconomic characteristics such as ethnicity, gender, etc.)
What is your understanding of the steps followed in the dispute resolution process,
mediators/composition, time taken for resolution/mediation? What were your/their (others
who have used ADR/CMB) experiences/satisfaction levels?

Have you heard of Community Mediation Boards?

What do they generally do? What kind of disputes are taken to the CMBs?

What is the process they follow in addressing disputes?

What is the role of Special Mediation Boards (SMBs)?

How is it different from CMBs?

What about peace committees? Are they present in your area? What kind of process do they
follow in resolving disputes?

Do religious leaders have a role in resolving community level or individual level disputes?
What kind of disputes are addressed by the production-based organisations or societies
(farmers organisations, fisheries organisations)?

How effective are community mediation boards?

How sustainable are these resolutions?

Do people take family disputes to the ADRs? If yes, what kind of ADRs are used to resolve family
disputes?

What about land disputes?

How are the disputes between different identity groups (religious, ethnic, or caste) resolved?

D: Information about ADRs

1.

8.
9.

10.

What are your information sources for news? How reliable are these information sources? Do
you attempt to validate/triangulate the information you receive?

Do you use internet-based information sources? What are those?

What type of devices do you use to access internet-based information sources? (probe for
mobile phones, tablets, laptops, desktop PCs and other devices)

Do you use social media? Which social media? (use of Facebook, WhatsApp, Twitter, Instagram,
YouTube etc.)

For what do you use social media?

What are your sources of information on government services?

How effective are these? Are you satisfied with the level of information you received through
these sources? If not, what are the ways in which you gather more information?

How do/did they gain information about ADR? How effective are these information sources?
Have you heard anything about CMBs or SMBs? What was the source of information?

How many awareness raising materials on ADR including CMBs you could recall?

117



E: Skills and capacities

1.

What are the existing skills and capacities of those who engage in ADR processes including
Community Mediation? are they sufficiently equipped to understand the disputes to direct them
towards settlements? What are the key skill and capacity related gaps? What needs to be
developed and strengthened? How?

What about the special mediation boards? What kind of skills is necessary to become mediators
or chairpersons of these SMBs? Is it different from CMBs?

Who can get involved to enhance these skills and capacities? What are the government and
non-government agencies responsible for this?

Have you gone through training/capacity enhancement programmes in the past? How can these
be more effective? What are the areas of improvement?

What about the process of recruitment of mediators? How will this help improve skills and
capacities? Should mediation skills be a prerequisite for recruitment? How can this be done?
What changes should be made to the existing ADR and Community Mediation Boards? How can
they be more effective in ensuring cohesion within the communities they operate?
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Supporting Effective Dispute Resolution (SEDR) Project: Knowledge, Attitudes and Practices Survey
Guiding Questions for
Focus Group Discussion with CSO representatives and women and youth
I. Interview
Name of interviewer/s:
Name of note taker/s:
Date:

Time of interview: From To:

GN Division/ Village:

DS division:

District:

Place in which discussion took place:
FGD Category:

(indicate if this is an FGD with CSO representatives or Women and youth)

Il. FGD Participants

No. | Name Gender Age | Additional information

(family name not needed) (if needed)
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No. | Name Gender Age | Additional information
(family name not needed) (if needed)

9

10

11

Total #

lll. Any comments/observations about interview:
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A: Disputes and dispute resolution

27.

28.
29.

30.
31.
32.
33.

34.
35.

36.
37.
38.
39.

How would you define a dispute?

Inter-personal disputes
How many individual/ household level disputes resolved in the last 12 months?
What percent of individual/ household level disputes resolved in the last 12 months?

Inter-group disputes

How many community level disputes occurred in your area in the last 12 months?
How many community level disputes were reported over the last 12 months?
How many community level disputes resolved in the last 12 months?

What percent of community level disputes resolved in the last 12 months?

Dispute resolution

What is the nature of community level disputes?

What kinds of disputes are resolved, and what kinds of disputes remain unresolved at the
community level?

What are the dispute resolution mechanisms available in your area?

Are these dispute resolution mechanisms effective in resolving disputes?

What is the process followed in these mechanisms?

Why certain disputes are difficult to resolve? What are the bottlenecks?

B: Unresolved disputes

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.
25.

26.

Inter-personal disputes

How many individual/ household level disputes unaddressed and/ or unresolved in the last 12
months?

What percent of individual/ household level disputes unaddressed and/ or unresolved in the last
12 months?

What is the impact of these unresolved disputes at the household level?

Inter-group disputes

How many community level disputes unaddressed and/ or unresolved in the last 12 months?
What percent of community level disputes unaddressed and/ or unresolved in the last 12
months?

What is the impact of these unresolved disputes at the community level?

What kind of disputes have more impact on community relations than others? (probe for land,
inter/intra-community tensions, violence, crime)

Can these disputes escalate into bigger tensions, if not resolved? How? (some points for
probing)

e Increasing number of disputing parties by the inclusion of new actors/groups

e Further polarisation of parties
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27.

e Deterioration of relationships between different actors

e Loss of motivation by parties

e Feeling of injustice and being mistreated

e lack of faith in dispute resolution mechanisms

Where are these disputes taken to? Who will get involved in resolving these?

C: Alternative Dispute Resolution Mechanisms

16.

17.

18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

24.
25.

26.
27.
28.

29.
30.

For which types of disputes (including land related disputes) would you or people in your area
use ADR? Why? (disaggregated by socioeconomic characteristics such as ethnicity, gender, etc.)
What is your understanding of the steps followed in the dispute resolution process,
mediators/composition, time taken for resolution/mediation? What were your/their (others
who have used ADR/CMB) experiences/satisfaction levels?

Have you heard of Community Mediation Boards?

What do they generally do? What kind of disputes are taken to the CMBs?

What is the process they follow in addressing disputes?

What is the role of Special Mediation Boards (SMBs)?

How is it different from CMBs?

What about peace committees? Are they present in your area? What kind of process do they
follow in resolving disputes?

Do religious leaders have a role in resolving community level or individual level disputes?
What kind of disputes are addressed by the production-based organisations or societies
(farmers organisations, fisheries organisations)?

How effective are community mediation boards?

How sustainable are these resolutions?

Do people take family disputes to the ADRs? If yes, what kind of ADRs are used to resolve family
disputes?

What about land disputes?

How are the disputes between different identity groups (religious, ethnic, or caste) resolved?

D: Information about ADRs

11.

12.
13.

14.

15.
16.
17.

18.
19.
20.

What are your information sources for news? How reliable are these information sources? Do
you attempt to validate/triangulate the information you receive?

Do you use internet-based information sources? What are those?

What type of devices do you use to access internet-based information sources? (probe for
mobile phones, tablets, laptops, desktop PCs and other devices)

Do you use social media? Which social media? (use of Facebook, WhatsApp, Twitter, Instagram,
YouTube etc.)

For what do you use social media?

What are your sources of information on government services?

How effective are these? Are you satisfied with the level of information you received through
these sources? If not, what are the ways in which you gather more information?

How do/did they gain information about ADR? How effective are these information sources?
Have you heard anything about CMBs or SMBs? What was the source of information?

How many awareness raising materials on ADR including CMBs you could recall?
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ANNEX 3: DISPUTE/ISSUE IN RESPONDENT COMMUNITY DURING THE PAST 12 MONTHS

Measure of Central Tendency
Disputes (Median*)

Issue is referred to (Number of instances the Actor is mentioned)

- i 8 =
T| 3| 3| 2| @ s| 5| E| 5/g|8|8|.]8
S 5| 3 2| = S| 2| 5|8 BRlE|E (e8| ®
8 S| 8 < © g el €| 5| 5| § 313|359 |T|§
o o (4 S 3 = 3 "6 ] = g © o3 a ) S
Total s 8 = o = & S > 2 2| & 9 2 | o S| 8| o
3 S 3 s o <] 5] = = w| & P 5| =R
Instances % .% .% 3 "02 o ﬁ = 5 = ;_g = ° | > 2
dispute is () a a 2 > 2| 8 L3 = | & w
stated by 4 g °>‘
Dispute/Issue | respondents (&) (=)
Disputes with
the Neighbours 403 5 2 1 1 2| 300 46 | 147 10 57 7 77 2| 13 1| 27| 38
Gang Violence 79 4 3 1 1 56 13| 23 8 7 2 12 8 3
Criminal
Activity 311 5 4 2 2 2| 251 46 | 115 9 27 4 61 1 1 1| 13 3
Elections 3 2 2
Related 19 2 12 2 6 3 2 1 3 1 2 1 1 2
Youth Clashes 130 4 2 1 0 1 93 9| 34 1 9 2 17 5 14 2
Land Use/Land
Ownership 389 3 2 1 1 1| 204 43 | 192 12 34 3 99 1| 22 6| 23| 16
Displacement
(Involuntary) 5 5 5 1 4 2 4 2 2 2 1
Abuse
of/Damaging of
Natural
Resources 62 1 1 0 1 1 24 6| 38 5 2 1 3 1 2 5 g 1
Violation of
Social Norms 45 5 2 0 2 0 25 3 19 2 1 4 5 1 3 2

123




Measure of Central Tendency
Disputes (Median*)

Issue is referred to (Number of instances the Actor is mentioned)

()]
i 5| 8
2l 2 8| 2| B | 5| 8| 5| &|%|&|8 .8
5| 6| © 2| 5 S £ B|9C| s|lw|&8|8|2&| €&
] S| 8 = © ] el €| 5| 5| § 318|589 |E|§
o o e« ) # = 31 © Q| 5 2| &8l a| 5| g =S
Total 8 8 g n = g S| 3 2 2| 5 22| e| S| &S
5 5 5 9 o o 7] 2| G w| S| &S| E| R
Instances x i 2 3 _é» (U) % = < s &8(=|8|>| %
dispute is a a a 2 N 2| 8 x| &> & il
stated by g g °>‘
Dispute/Issue | respondents o [=)
Issues of who
Access Govt.
10 | Programme 155 5 1 0 2 1 36 7| 76 18 4 16 1| 20 5
Issues of who
Access Donor
11 | Programmes 14 3 1 0 3 1 8 6 3 1 1
12 | Religious Issues 10 2 2 0 2 0 6 1 3 1 4 2 2
13 | Ethnic Issues 12 3 2 2 1 2 7 5 2 1 3 4 1
Issues/disputes
Related to
14 | Loans 127 3 2 1 2 1 84 9| 35 1 23 1 12 3 7 5
Domestic
15 | Violence 192 5 2 1 1 1| 138 23| 50 22 37 2| 14 1| 15 9
Issues Within
16 | Societies 16 4 1 1 0 0 9 1 6 2 2 1 2

Source: KAP Survey
* - Measure of Central Tendency - Average is affected by extreme values and hence Median was used
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ANNEX 4: KNOWLEDGE ON PROCESS AND FUNCTIONS OF CMBS

CMB is compulsory before going to court of law

Forty-one (41) per cent responded that the CMB is compulsory before going to a Court of Law, whilst 33
per cent stated that they do not know (Figure 28). A higher percentage of respondents from the Sri Lankan
Moor community (49%), those with no schooling (54%), working (45%), from Mannar (65%) and
Trincomalee (52%) state that going to CMB is compulsory before going to courts. Females (37% vs male
26%), 18-19 age group (56%), those who have studied up to grade five (40%), those engaged in household
activities (39%) and, those residing in Colombo (55%) state that they are unaware of whether the CMB is
compulsory prior to going to a court of law.

Figure 28: Knowledge on whether Community Mediation Board is compulsory before going to a Court of
Law

Don't
know
33%

In certain
instance
9%

Source: KAP survey

Possibility of reuse of information discussed at CMB in court of law

On the re-use of information discussed at a CMB in a Court of Law, 42 per cent stated yes, whilst 44 per
cent stated they do not know (Figure 29). A higher percentage of respondents from the Sri Lankan Moor
community (48%), those retired (54%), Mannar (47%) and Trincomalee (52%) state that the information
discussed in the CMB can be used in the court of law. The response of do not know is higher among
females (49% vs males 35%), 18—19-year-olds (66%), Sinhala community (49%), those who had studied up
to grade 5 (51%), those engaged in household activities (53%) and reside in Colombo (88%).
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Figure 29: Knowledge on re-use of information discussed at a Community Mediation Board in a Court of
Law

Don't
know
44%

Source: KAP survey

When a CMB is initiated a party cannot access courts

On the question of when a CMB has been initiated, whether a party cannot go to courts, 21 per cent stated
that it is true, whilst 44 per cent stated that they do not know (Figure 30). A higher percentage of
respondents from the Indian Tamil community (58%), respondents from Badulla (45%), Mannar (61%) and
Vavuniya (53%) stated that it is false to state that once a CMB process is initiated then parties cannot go
to courts. However, a higher (37%) of the respondents from Trincomalee stated that it is true that when
a CMB process is initiated then you cannot go to courts. Females (49% vs males 34%), 18—19-year-olds
(59%), Sinhala community (53%), those doing household activity (53%) and in Colombo (82%) are more
likely to state that they do not know the answer to this question.

Figure 30: Knowledge on if a Community Mediation Board has been initiated whether you cannot go to
courts

Don't know
44%

Source: KAP survey
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Following final outcome at a CMB, you cannot go to courts

To the statement that after the final outcome at a CMB, you cannot go to courts, 31 per cent correctly
stated that it is false, whilst 41 per cent stated that they do not know (Figure 31). Females (46% to males
34%), 18-19-year-olds (53%), those with lower educational attainment (47%), engaged in household
activities (50%) and respondents from Colombo (79%), Monaragala (61%) and Ampara (49%) are likely to
say do not know.

Figure 31: Knowledge on whether after the final outcome of a Community Mediation Board you cannot
go to courts

Don't
know
41%

Source: KAP survey

A certificate is issued

On whether a Certificate of Settlement is issued at the end of the hearing at a CMB, 31 per cent said yes,
whilst a majority (53%) stated that they do not know (Figure 32). Males are more likely to say that a
certificate is issued (40%) as well as the Indian Tamil Community (41%). Females (57%) 18—19-year-olds
(72%), Sri Lankan Tamil community (58%), engaged in household activities (63%), students (60%) and
respondents from Vavuniya (59%) and Colombo (93%), are likely to say do not know.

Figure 32: Certification of Settlement is issued at the end of the Community Mediation Board hearing

Don't
know
53%

=4

Source: KAP survey
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ANNEX 5: DEMOGRAPHIC DETAILS OF THE SURVEY
RESPONDENTS

Table 4: Sex breakdown of the sample respondents

Sex Frequency ‘ Percent (%) ‘

Female 1,092 64
Male 620 36
Total 1,712

Table 5: Ethnic breakdown of the sample respondents

Ethnicity Frequency ‘Percent ‘

Indian Tamil 97 6

Sinhala 683 40

Sri Lankan Moor 391 23

Sri Lankan Tamil 538 31

Malay 3 0
Total 1712

Table 6: Primary language breakdown of the sample respondents

Age Frequency‘ Percent (%) ‘

Sinhala 691 40

Tamil 1012 59

Other 9 1
Total 1,712

Other — 8 out of 9 stated Malayalam

Table 7: Age distribution of the sample respondents

Age Frequency ‘ Percent (%) ‘
18-19 32 2
20-24 96 5
25- 49 970 57
50-59 323 19
60 - 64 155 9
65 and above 136 8
Total 1,712
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Table 8: Distribution of highest educational attainment of sample respondent
Educational Attainment ‘ Frequency Percent

No schooling 87 5
Upto grade 5 271 16
Upto O/L 603 35
Qualified O/L 266 16
Upto A/L 205 12
Qualified A/L 179 10
Degree and above 94 6
Special Education 7 0
Total 1712

Table 9: Distribution of the current activity of the respondent

Economic Activity Frequency Percent

Engaged in economic activity 807 47
Seeking for and available for work 197 12
Student 52 3
Household activities 504 29
Retired 76 5
Unable to work (too old/disabled) 56
Other 20 1
Total 1712

The other related largely to those in the age groups of 25-49 and 50-59, responding that they do not
belong to the categories in the table
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